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ABSTRACT ^ . ' . , ' 

■ During 1973^ a nationwide study for the- Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) was" conducted which " provided inforiation. on 
nutrition kndwledge^ belief s ^boijt nutrition, and first reactions, to 
nutrition labeling aaon'g food shojppers. This initial research 
provided a baseline leasureient ^of notrition knowledge and attitudes 
a«onq*CQnsuj|ers, and^in t975 another nationwide study was conducted. 
Confliucted in two phases, part 1 ofithe 1975, study consisted bf e ^ 
national survey using d*ata collection instruients which had been 
.revised and refined froa the 1973 study. lire findings of the suri^ey 
were reported in the following fpux categories : jiutriticr Icnowledge 
and inforiation';' opinions ab6ut food and' nutrition ; nutrition 
labeling and open dating; and other food^related beliefs and 
household practices. Part i of tlje study consisted of a p^nel atudy 
which e'za'Bined the forsation, change, an^.develcpaent of attitudes, 
*h?liefs, and knowledge abou-t nutrition. ^ To study the changes, data 
were fathered agai^ froi.a sanple of. people .iho had participated* in * ^ 
the 1973 study. ' For; each of the fcmr categories previously listed, , 
the findings were reported by- both grcss changes (proportion erf * 
choppers responding ^ different ways in ,1573 and 1975) -and net 
dhAnges (differences between the two figures). (Prec^f^in^j the reports 

of this study are two related article;5 taken f ro» tie' "Fbr ^''^ 

.Consbier.") (BM) , » " - , . * , 
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PREFACE 



The Division of pbnsumer Sti/tJies , -Bureati of Foods, Food and Drug 
Administration has sponsored this Consumer Nutrittorv Knowledge 
Sur.vey. The data collected from this survey wilr assist the . 
Bureau of Foods in thfe prCfn)otion and maintenance of good- nutritional 
status for the natioa. The safety, exposition, quality and label }nig \ 
of foods are importafjt to^ood nutritioh. Protection of. these 
attributes on behalf of the jconsumer' through, effective regulation 
Torms the heart of the Bureau's^ programs and policies. ' ' ^ ^ . 

Research on the cqnsumer's knowledge of and attitudes toward nutrition 
.is a longitudinal study to provide information to the Agei+qy in regard 
to food, nutrition, food labeling, and other current -issues of concern. 
-Data on attitudes toward ingredient 'labeling and comprehension of 
nutrition labeling are helpful in developing or modifying regulations; ^ 
planning educational programs and otherwise maximizing cOnsumen usage 
of food product information. * 

Adequate knbwle<lg6 and- information are necessary if consumers are to 

be- able_to^hoose foods wisely for thensel ves and their families. A 

major^source of information on packaged foods. is food lab^ltngT^ The. ' • 

survey grew out of the need for a periodic assessment of 'how well 

equipped coRSuiners are to use this information t^o choose foobs wisely 

and maintairra good nutritional status. The need grc^s .more ^cute 

as food market conditions' undergo vast changes bath in the'^cost^and^ 

in the type of foods that are being sold. The number of new ^^ds 

and food analogues is increasing rapidly. Foods are being fortified 

or enriched. More foods are bging processed and a greater variety of 

processing methods are being used. . ^ 

Faced with today^s food jnarket, answers to basic questions suc/i as what 

do consumers know and believe about foods and what ffre their popping ^ ^ 

habits become essential for identifying problen areas. Identification 

of where profalens are most prevalent also involves the identification 

of population groups especially susceptible to these problems. These 

population grou|^s can often be identified by background characteristics 

Ifke age, income, education, sex and Yegion, ofXhe* country. 

The survey is designed to receive' input froa> consumers about what 
information they need to help improve tt»eir nt/tritional status. The • ' ' 
data from which the findings presented in this report were taken will, 
be further analyzed frm this perspeqtive and made Available in future 
publications. • - \ 



Howard R. Roberts, PK.D. 
Actring Director 
Bureau of foods 



ERIC 



ARTICLES FROM FDA COft'SUMER ' 

'Testing consumers' Food I.Q." 
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Do consumers understand and use 
'nutnnon labeling'^ Honv much do 
they knoyy about nutrition itseiP 
Do cro,nsumers check the list of 
' ingredients on food labels'^ Do they 
rpake use of unit pricing'^ FDA has 
been asking these and similar 
questions to help it de\ elop pro- 
grams and relations that nti/ 
benefit food shoppers. This is the 
ftrjt a senes of articles on the 
fmdings of FDA s latest survey of 
the public s knowledge, attitudes, 
beliefs, and behavior regarding food. 

by Atfce E FusiUo 

Ttj5 no ne*-s to consumer^ that food 
Jtmarkct condiuons arc andergoing 
vast chan^ both ecoDomically and in 
the kinds -of foods that arc being sold.' 
New foods and rqjlaccmeiits for older 
foods arc being offered m increasing 
nun?ber$. Foods ^c being fortified oc 
ennchcd Mojt foodi are bcmg pro- 
cessed and a greater vanei> of process- 
ing methods IS being used. It is thus 
more di&cult than c\er to choose 

• among available food products and 
^n ,to assess one!s own diet, in^ch 
less to plan that of an entire farpHj. 
JJb as^st FDA in developing programs 

^ and rcgulaHom on behalf of the con- 
s(ip)er» the Agency's Drosion of Con- 

nr Studies examines the^ public's 
ledge, attitudes, belief^ and ber 
havior r^ardm^ nuinticm, food label- 
mg, and other food issues. 
Mn 1973-74 and again in 1975 the 
Division conducted national repr«ei^ 
tative surveys of U^. adults who do at 
least half of the food shoppiaV for 
their households. The data was ed- 
lcct«l under contract with FDA by we 



R^ponse Analysis CorpcK-ation. The 
saine basic quesaons, asked in 
both surveys and 'these cpestions will 
conbnue to be admiriistered periodic- 
ally to measure change in nutntion 
knowledge and food purchasing be- 
havior- 4 
The 1975 ^ey. with an area prob- 
ability sample of 1,664 food shqj^Jers, 
covered fooc^ shopping habits,* includ- 
ing consumer use of open dating and 
unit pricing information, and compre- 
hension and use of nutrition labeling. 
General nutntic^ knowledge and be^ 
liefs also were examined. 

With all the changes in the' food 
market, FD>^ 'w^anted to know if o^n- 
sumers had alterAi their * shopping 
habits*^over the past year. Only half 
of the respondents reported changes 
durmg this period in the kinds or 
amounts «f food they bought Almost 

' half of those who, had changed their 
shopping habits said that they were 

^ buying either less mca^or cheaper 

' cuts, About'43 pctx^qf of those sur- 
veyed reported buying' fewer sweets 
and snacks and 15 percent said they 
were watching for specials and^ using, 
coupons more. 

Shoppers were then asked aboiit 
their use qf intpnnation on the food 
package. About half said they checked 

' the list of ingredients the last time they 
shopped . About two in five said they 
looked for the unit pricing. 

Most choppers looked for dates 'on 
food products but few understood what 
these dates mean. Does the date mean 
that the products should be "sold by" 
or "used by*" the date indicated, or 

. both? When milk wi us«i as an ex- 
ample, over ialf of mose questioped 
were either unstue or thought tha| the 



milk should *be ''used by" the date 
shown on the -container When asked 
which date they would rather have on 
food products, most shoppers (62 pet- 
cent) wanted the ."use by"' date Only 
a few pet^le (8 percent) expressed a • 
desire for both. 

The use of nutrition labeling, was 
examined extensively Nutrition label- 
ing was originally developed by FDA 
to help consumers select the best nutri-*. 
tional buys It has become more and' 
more difficult for consumers to know 
the nutritional qualities of foods, and 
FDA wanted to know if nutrition 
•labeling is helpful. Four aspects of nu- 
Uition labeling were examined: wheth- 
er it b us«i, how it is used, how well 
it is understood, and what its value is 
to.consumCTsT 

Do people see and^under^and what 
is on the nutrition labeP Three out 
of five shoppers ssid^ey have seen 
nutrition labeling ana over half of 
ihesor-33 percent of the people sur- 
vey ed--reported that they use the label 
in choosing some foods and beverages 

When shown a typical nutrition 
label, the majority of respondents felt 
they understood almost evwything on 
it wdl enough to kise the information 
to help make buying decisions The 
major exception was the label infor- 
mation on sodium (salt) jcontent: only 
36 percent of the shtjppers felt they 
u^dcfstood this section, ^t is not 
known whether the people questioned 
have a medical need for kTlowing about 
sodium in foods, and it^b possible that 
people who need thb Infonnation 
tmderstand the sodium section better 
than does the general public 

Two questions on the Recom- ^ 
mended Daily Allowance {US RDA) , 

I FDA Consumer / May 1976 / 2P 
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food madc*^ '*frofjj scratch". js bener 
*hap caaaed > *-.z^n,f.x>d ^\en of 
^ 'e" sVoppe*'^* sa d :a''ned*3f !r:zen 
^ '••ege^ab^; are aa a> ^atr^..:•u^ as fmh 
^ege^abkv^nd jf ten said namrai 
^ f^it^^i ^"tam.ns ire betier-ihan svnihetjc \ita- 



^-^^'''^^^^''i''^^ Other quesuons about nutrients 
^M^^^ , cluded^ whether certain nutrjents 
' *T^'"1t gotkrn easiiv fcfecau?^ thev are fo 



wsiins An anaJ/s^s bf these and other 
beliefs w-ill be presented in ,a f-uture. 
Issue of FDA Cos sum &r 

Other quesuons about nutrients in- 

can • 

^gotkrn easi]> fcfecau?^ the> are found 
m manv fc>ods ox, becau^ high quan- 
^I'.jtie^^^thedh are found in" the most 
f.f.-'e^e^t]:. U5^ foods Sespomients 
al3o were asked which nutrients are 
2-:^^ ^'Y^ - HC^red by ihe bod> and which have t^ 

Ji^\^^ ^ ^^'^^ Sav for adequate nutn- 

' l^L-r-TZ^^^''''^ . ^^^^ F]naJl%. the> w^e asked ab-out 

"^-'i. ^ ' .V fcur cjnerent t>pe;^ of foods The four 

r.pes -Aere r^p:e<.er/ed by 'regular 



^Ano!e milk 



for une 



n^ilk 



and 
the 



^cre asked as ^ 
tCK to ftr.a ou: n people 



par? of • 
"-ai.w . 
A no ^a:d 

:^b^iir.g rea, Jc The ^:a!:<t;ca: an- 
a.}.^;i ?tie re^'P^^n^> *j The^se Ques- 
!,orv -a^ not be-v.n'co'^.r e»ed but pre- 
..nijrar. da^a rj-cj'es :ha: nrj^t of 
'n'-'-^t 'An-* s-'J •he* j'^'i^e'^'ard '^utr;- 



The surve. ^Hr^vved 
:rsh-p be'wccn *he 



''on2 rela- 



oo'jn? o: rormai 
ed'jC3'-ontf rc<r^.''den:N and ^^el^ re- 
^^irt-d ab'li!> '.t 'iTrjf ^tand nu:rit}cp 
'abc>ng *Adl cnr -^gh !:*uve '*he infor-. 
ma'i.jp n m^k ng fcK-xJ ch^^ces Tno^e 
wnh at iea-t a h.gh ^hr%oi education 
indicated a gc^xj ^nderstaodmg of the 
. lab-il people -Aith lev^ than a high 
schcoi education did "^ot Among re- 
spondent^ whf did no» graduate from ' 
•high ^hor.I on!) cne of three said 
the;, had n-tjcej the njtnt.oniabeljng 
• on fcxxJs ardjcss 'han one of*6%e said . 
thc) had used '.h^< nformatjon 

The Items on the nutrnion ^abel that 
gave consumcrv the most d'fhcah)-^' 
other than scxiiura co^itent — ^%ere car-* 
boh>drate^ and cil>!e^terol Onl> one 
out of three of ihoH- with less than a 
high school education ^&id the> under- 
stood the carbQhvdrate and cholesterol 
Items compared %ith over half of those 
who were h;gh school graduafcs Only , 
one in five of tho^e with less thaff a 
high schorl education said thev under- 
stood the ^lum content statements 
while mors than two out of five of 



•nc-se •A.rT -nrre :han a high .school 
ed^cat ss.d -J^e;. understcJod :t 

To '^ea>j''e the -^alue thev plac 
''J • "^-^ 'aoe rng v-opper? we^'e as/:cd 

w much T-v *Aca'd be wilLng to 
Da;, to- 'h*^ .rf.o'mi!:cn and ta choose 
b^'-f^tx^ : asd t-Ac othe' tvpes of ^abe! 

-n^* C'- Vft ma^^r.tv of thos^ sur> 
•'C.^C '-^iJ 'hev p'irfc'ed nutrK'cn in< 
'-jT'^r ?^ • hav eg recipes Qn the 
!abt' bjt 's,t\ v,cTf: -Ibou: equal!) 
J \ ]dc^ vvhe'^ askecr'to choose between 

rjT t.--, ,af>e. ng ara -informaUon on . strong teeth and bones Mo^t were not 

^^'e ^bout substitute food sources. 



iilk 

products groupi beef for the me« 
group ;oma:.jes'S'or the -f nuts andj'eg- 
eiAles group, and tnnzhed bread for 
the bresd ai>d cereai group P^pk 
were queried as to whjch foods could 
be substituted f:>r ihese foods, what 
nutrients each of Lhe fo^r foods con- 
tain, and how these foods h|lp the 
byiy 

* From the answers, it was evident 
that most of those que^non&d did not 
know much about iron,\nb68avin. lia- 
amine, arid vaanuns A «nd D Few- 
shoppers knew that beef and en^ched 
bread are not rela-jvely important for 



'/ne* nytr:t,^-s f-'^ds to sene with, the 
7r c^z\ n 'he package / 

As to the - v-J'ingness to pav for 
nutrition iabelmg ^5 percent said they 
would be wilhng to pav at Leas^ an 
ettra ten cents on their weeklvVocd 
hu\ for nutnt:on labehng. 56 pe 



parucularlv those foods that are sim- 
ilar to nulk, tomatoes, and beef 

Survev fin^^ings that will reported 
m subsequent anicles wsjII compare 
the Anjerican food shopper of 1973-74 
with rne American food shopper^ of 



*ou d pa> :h,rt> cent< and 40 peitent ^1^75 Consumer nutrition knowledge 



would pav an c^^tra fiftv'cents 

To dt*.€rminc uhe jases consumers 
make of. nu'ntior. la^ih^^ thev were 
askpd whether thev wouFd use n at 
heme fr.fy p!ar>nmg a bcMcr diet rby 
addm£ up the nutrients in ^Ji the food'^ 
eaten m a dav/ or use it lo the store 
for ^lecting'thc K'^t nutntional buv^ 
More said thev v-ould use it in the 
store for better buvs • About 20 percent 
sai?i rhev did not expect to make much 
use of information on nutntion labch 
The survev also examined consum- 
ers* -beliefs about foods, such as the 
beliefs that natural vitamiHs are dif- 
ferent from svnthetic vitamins and that 



-and behcfs will be explored in ^eater* 
detail to show how those with less edu- 
cation aj>3'incortie' compare with those" 
who havd rnore education and income, 
and what differences^ occur bv age, sex, 
and racial and e;thnic ongjn. 

In addition to usmg it in pfanmng 
its OW71 programs and regulations, 
FDA distribuies-the information from 
Its siprveys of consumer knowledge of 
nutrition and food to dietmans. nutri- 
tionists, libraries^ consumer groups, 
andindtistry, . 

Alice FjiSillo i$ a' consumer science 
specialist ^Hh FDA '$ Bareau 'of Foods 
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Nutrition Beliefs: Mofe 
Fashion Than Fact 



Based on thdr answers, to six qu£S^ 
ttons^^^majoriry of jood-shoppers 
interyiewed were classi^d as "not w 
informed" about food and nutrition. 



by Jpseph R. Pearce 

eomparisoD of findings in the 1975 
FDA nutrition knowledge ^rvcy 
\Cith those of the 19l4 survey shows - 
that a large number of consumers stiS 
hold beDcfs about nutrition tiiat ar^* 
influenced by custom send food fashion 
rather than fact (sec dmt-1). Re- 
sponse Analysis -Corporation con- 
ducted nationwide survey's of Ameri- 
can iood -shoppers in 1973-74 and. 
agam in 1975 to provide information 
on nutrition knowledge and beliefs for 
the fDA Division of Consumer 
Stu<Ecs* 

' - „ . ^• 

. In onc^ of the eight quesdons de- 
signed to measure constmien' beliefs 
about food and nutrition, shoppers 
from both 5urve)'s were asked whether 
vitamin C axld«l to a fruit drink gives 
the same benefit as an equal amount 
of vitamkj C from fresh oranges. The 
proportiob of shoppers who answered 
"no," incrcating that they believe that 
added vitanrin C is not as beneficial 
as natural vitamin C, rose from 51 j>er- 
crat in 1973-74 to 60 percent ifrl 975- 

Tht fact b that niturd and added 
vitamin G give the same benefit Chem- 
ists and pharmacists liave repeatedly 
stated tl?at any vitamin has the sanae 
properties whether It is "natural" or 
-synthefiix" A \itami|i Jbas a specific 
chemical structure whether s^thesized 
in a laboratory or extracted ifom plant 
or animal parts. There are no known 
nutrition advantages that justify a 
'preference for "natural" vitamins. This 
fact is espedally significant because of 
the higher prices that "^naturaT* vita- 
mins often command. 

There was an increase of 7 percent 
m the proportion of shoppers who held 
the erroneous belief that people cannot 
stay healthy if they never eat meat, 
poultry, or fish. Forty-one percent of 
the fcxid shoppers s^pled in 1975 
felt these foods were essential to 
healthy compared to^34 percent in the 



" earlier survey. In trtJih, people can stay 
healthy unhout eating meat, " poultry, 
^ or fish jf 4hc> cat alternative faods * 

, such, as-milk, cheese, or eggs which 
/ will supply the essentia! high quality 
L protein normally obtained from meat 
\,^^r>* products not only provide ♦high 

* quality' prbtein, but also essential nu- 
, « trienls^such as vitamin Bj2, caldumj 

vitamin D; asd riboflavin./- 

In both surveys, a sizable number of 
f)eoRle — afjproximaifely four oyt of ten^ • 
^ — agreed with the statement, "If -you. 
just eat a variety of foods frpm the 
supermarket, you wiU get enough 
nutrition." Eating a variety of foods is * 
not the same as selecting appropriate 
focKls k>r a nutritioaally balanced die^. 
Balanced nutrition comes from select-' 
ing a variety of foods which will 5Up{)ly 
Che calories, protein, vitamins, and 
, minerak required for body growtiv— 
repair, and maintenance ' of good 
health. Thus, the shopper needs- uo 
know rfKfJt the nutrient content of 
foods, which .provide the best --source 

* of the various nutrients, and how |o 
combine them into a healthful ilioL - • 

SeleOing^food for nutritional value 
means phoosing from the four basic 
' food groups of meat, vegetables, "milk, 
and bread based on knowledge of the 
nutKents they contain. Selection as 
weU as variety is a key to pr^aring 
nutritious meals. 

Almost a fourth of the food shop* 
pers interviewed m lx)th years b^Jiev6d 
that a per^n who simply weighs ^tl^e 
right amoimt is receiving proper nu,- 
tritibn. Although prof>er weight b one 
of the factors considered in determine 
, ing whether a person Is getting proper 
npiirishment, defidendes in ^itamii?s 
and minerals cannot be determined by 

* the weight factor alone. 

A revised question in the 1975 stir- 
vey ^keid constmicrs whether canned 
or frozen vegetables^are as nutritious 
as fresh^^getables Gosc ,to three- 
quarters of the respondents. sai<f fr«h 
vegetables are ^ore nutritious. Tne^ 
fact is that food can lose nutrients in 
processing, cooking, and storage 
whether in the home or in the factory. 
Var>'Lng amounts i:>f nutrients will be 
* lost to the extent that foods are Im- 
properly processed, overcooked, or 
stored at improper teraperauires and in 
open containers, whether-in the home 
or in commerdal kitchens< 



( 
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Tlws, fresh food? arc notjiccessarily 
more nutritious th4n frozen ' ones. • . 
Nutrient content depends on how they 
arc bandied. The vjiamin C value of 
frozen orange juice is about the same 
* as fresh provigjed it is stored well W 
low 32 degrees F. . . 
. Cooked vegetables U>sc%k)sc to; a 
founh'of their \itaniin 'C}^t 24 
\ hours in the rclrigeralor. Since mariy ' 
' vegetables contain water-soluble \ita- 
*miHs, loss of these vitaniins can occur^ 
if the vcgeubles are choked in an ex- 
cess of water which h then discarded- 
Another* convnon belief held -by - 
American food sjjoppers toncems be- 
tjiveen meal snacks. CX the consmners 
sampled^n 1973-74, 42 percent l?c- ^ 
Jieved^;hai food eaten betw^een meals 
is ne\'cfr as good for health as the food 
eatttTykt regular meak. About the same 
proportion of the shoppers sampled in 
1975 held that same belief. 

In reality, nutritional value depends 
on ^-bit ty^ of food arc caten,^ not 
. the tme df day they arc eaten. , Ex- 
cessive amsumption of between meal 
snacks with low rmiricnt-lo-c^orie 
ratios such as spft drinks', candy and 
potato chips may be detrimental to 
health. However, niScitious -snacks 
^^^mjJk^ cheese, or^ruit, eat^ in 
mode>5[tion, can^ contribute to^a nu- 
trtlitmaily' balanced diet. Raw vege- 
table snacks also -are nutritious, being 
Jqw in calories and .containing essential 
vitamins, minerals, and fiber. 

Less widely held beliefs include, 
"You can get enoo^ nourishment »if 
you just cat what you Iflce,)" and, "Anv 
food sold in a superniarket is good fc)L 
you.** Fewer (han one In five shcjrpersA 
subscrilwr to these beliefs .in' both \ 
years, Al majority of consumers knew * 
that discretion and selection are ncc- 
^sary for proper-nutritJoiL Yet, results 
of the 1975 survey emphaazc that the 
majority of food shoppers ladc the 
nutrition ihfcrrmatitjn that would aUow 
(hem to raaie informed choices:, 

A new measurement in the 1975 
survc}' consisted of the construction of 
a "beliefs index" (see chart 2). Con- 
smiers* beliefs about food and nutri- 
tion were measuhcd by use of a 
composite indc;^ construacd from rix 
of the eight qu^ons discussed above. 
The ouestiohs on which the index was 
based concerned: (1) nourisbment 
and foods people li>:e, (2) fbod sold . 
in the supermaiicet, (i) food eaten 



^ between meals. f4) IxKiy weicht as' a 
sign <5f proi^cr.nourishn^ent. (5) nutri- 
tional value of canned or frozen- 
vegetables vs \fresh \ege'iab1es, and 
'(6) nutritional value of ^ added vs. 
natural*\itaj[nin C 

. Shoppers uere classified *Vcll in- 
formed** if they; answer?^ four i5>r moje 
question^ correctly and "ijot wcif in- 
formed if they answered three or Jess 
* correctly. On this basis, a majority of 
the <X)nsumers sur\-e>*ed — 51 percent 
—were classified as **not weU in- 
formed** 

To obtain more detailed data dn 
rx>^smBtrsr>4po6 beBefs. the responses 
of those surveyed were* analyzed on the 
basis of such charaacristics as age, 
education, region of the country .'Socio- 
economic status (an index of income, 
education, arfe occupatioru and race. 

Tnis breaJxowTi sKowed that young- 
er ^consumers were Tnorc likely to be 
"weD informed" than .older ones. ^ 
TTiose with coUege^ education were 
better informed than those with high 
' school education or less. 

The breakdown, by region of the 
\ cotmtry* showed that the consumers 
living in \he West had the highest per- 
centage oi "^tSD-informed" shoppers 
while those in the South had the low- 
est p>erc«itage. When sddoeconomic 
status was cxamin«t those with ''high'^ 
status were more likely to be **wcll 
informed" than those with ^low** * 
status. The breakdown for race 
shpwed that 51 percent of the non^ 
bl^k r^x>ndents- were '*well in- 
formed" compared to 37 percent of 
the blacks. ^ 

The survey indicatwi there is a 
rciadonship between a ronsumer's 
beliefs of food and nutrition and the 
way 'that coostmier rates his or her 
own healths Those who wer^ classified, 
as *'wen inform^ed" on the basis of their 
1^ answers to the survey questions -were 
more. likely to rate their health as 
excellent than were those who were 
f not well informed. For ^afiipfe, CJlder' 
people na! only have decfining health 
that naturally temes with age, but also 
have misinformed food beliefs which 
may compound their health problems* 

The breakdown of the survey data 
by age, education, and other- -diarac- 
teristics of .thfe respondents should be 
useful to nutrition educators as well, 
as to FDA in {wnpokiting pppulatira 
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groups for v/:u*m j^p^^ciaf <.lTy 
nccJtd to improvi ihci/ nuirffion in- 
formation. 

Oth^ r:n3mg<^.of ihc 19"'5 cnn- 

byTCPjp^o m JiJiurc issues of- FDA 

Joseph Pearce is/a^ con^wntr science 
specialist with FDA s Bureau oj 
Foods. 



Chart 1: 'What Food Shoppers Believe About Nutrition 





*Tolal Shoppers 
1975 3tl.664) 


Agree 


Disagree 


Depends 


No. Opinion 

' or 
-Not Sore 


^4t6 vitamin C in a fruit dank gives 
\ht same benefit as an equal amoimt 
obtained from oranges. ^ , 


(197^74) 
(1975) 


S4rK 


51% 
• . 62% 




5% • 

2% 


10% . 
7%* 


People ^-bo do not cat meat, poultry, 
or §sh can sta'y bealib^. • 


(197^74) 
(1975) 




34% 
, 41% , 




0% 
8% ' 


7% 
3% 


Eating a variet>* of f<»ds from tbe^ 
supcnaarket ^^lU provide enou^"" 
DOimshmcaL * 


(197^74) 
(1975) , . 


. 39% 


% 

43% 




19%* 
15% 


2% 

3% ' 


Canned or frozCT vegriables ar^ pist 
as nutnuoos as fresh vegetables. 


^1973-74) 

(1975) : 


No comparable quesuoo in 1974. 
18% 71% 


7% 


4%4 



Chart 2: Food Shoppers' Beliefs Index— 1975 Surrey 





Not Wen 
Itforrotd 


Infofmed 


• r ' 

All Food Sboppen (1,664} 
. A^ 
18-34 (659V 
35-49 (561) 
^0.-^ (433) 


51% 

4i% 

47% 
59% 


49% 

57% 
53% 
41% 


Educatioa: 
" Less than High S^*ool (212) 
High Spboal (9m 
College " (497) 


,'^% 
54% 

34% ^ 


28%* 
46% 
. 66% 


• « 
RfgioD of Country; 

North East (419)- 

North CfeoCral (463) 

South (519) 

West . (263) ; 


47% 
48% 
59% 

45% ^ 


53% 
52% 
5 41% 
55% 


Sodoecooomk State; 


68% 


32% 


Kfiddk {^1 
^ High^ (519) 


• 31% 


69% 


Race: 

Wbite/otbcr (1.485) 
. . Bfack ' * (177) 


49% 
63% 


" -51% 
37% 
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INTRODUCTION 



1 . 



^ During 197-3, Response Analysis conducted a n^rioriwide stud/ for »the Food * 
* and Drug "Administration* which , provided inrformatioh qn nutrition knowledge, 
beliefs about nutrition, and first reactions to the concept and features 
of, nutrition labe^ling ajnonjg food shoppers. In 197^a second phsse^Df this^* 
research was carried out. * ^ 

Objecttves ' " ' 




baseline 




The main objective of the initial research was po ebt 
measurement of, nutrition kftiowledge^and attitude^ amdr^g'perso/is primarily 
responsible for household food purchases. The 1-975* research has as its' 
objectives: ' ' , . * 

ihltlaU^tudy' to a second 



To extend the findi rigs- 
point tn^time. 

'To develop a standard! zed-.^nd efficieiTt test for future 
uses by continued refinement of the nutrition knowledge 
measures used >n the first study. 

To construct neW questions tod^place those which did - 

not yield useful information, and to add new areas of • _^ 

Interest whi.ch'have'developed since the initial research. ^ 

To examine the formation, 'change and development of attitudes, 
beliefs ^and knowledge about nutrition through the means ofi' 
panel -'st^idy. , / / . * . 



> 
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Research Procedure ? " ^ . , ' 

To. an extent, this survey is a replication of the one rept>rted in. March 

1974. However, there are some basic differences in, data collection 
•method^s and instruments. . X 

Sampling and Interviewing < ' •* . ^' , 

The ^ata were' collected by means' of a natfonwide probatfilitx sample design 
I described in the Appendix to this report. Personal facertorface inter- • 

views were conducted between July- 1 and Au§tr$t 7,. 1975, yielding a total 
^of 1 ,664 interviews with, chief food -shoppers. • ^ ^ 

Pfeople 50 years old and over were 5ampl;ed at half .the rate at which they 
would naturally occur, thus increasing the base size of the group agfi* 
18^. * 

Hen were also oversampTed in order' to provi^le a sufficient hu^bern for*, 
analysis (366). ' ' - ' 
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*See "Food and Nutrition: Knowledge, Beli&^s," prepared far Division of 
. Consumer Studies, .Bureau of Foods, Food and Drug Administration, by 
Response Ana]ysis Corpa/ationV March 1974% 
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Itistruments and, Exhibits ( 

* • * * * * • ^ • 

l^e qu&stionnaire used for^this survey was refined from the previous 
survey Instrument through the aid of statistical analysis and a series 
of (Jreteils 'and was reviewed by all 9tudy participants Response 
Analysis staff and consultants and Food^and Drug. A(Jm1nistration staff .7 

^.A special 'analysis was made of* the nutrition knowledge <iuiz following 
' the 1973 stucJy. • The purpose of this. analysis was to refine the quiz 
as a measure of nutrition knowledge which can be administered- to the 
public as part of a survey and still be scored and analyz^ed as a tost*-* 
Following this analysis, the nutrition knowledge quiz section jof the '' 
questionnaire was considerably rev<Jised and impro\^ed uppn. 

A total of 36 'developmental' pretest- interviews were conducted 
in four v/avfi^ (See Appendix for further details on this, and 
other phafes of the developmental part of the research.)- 

' In addition to the standard developmental pretesting, separate 100- 
case pretest was conducted in-four geographic .locations (M^achusetts, 
Alabama, Mich-igan, and Oregon). Two types of analysis were conducted 

^ with the data tollected in tijis pret^t of the , questionnaire: 

• An item analysis was performed on the new nutrition knowledge 
quiz to determine if it was working well as a test.' This 
analysis showed that the quiz was, in fact, functioning as 

a test of nutrition knowledge..^ 

\ . t' (Jne section of the questionnaire which was developed for 
this yearns survey was^ used to collect information on 
respondents' eating behavior (or "dietary intake") for the 
24-hour period prior to the interview.- The pretest data 
from thi$ section were analyzed to detertbine whether the 
measure of dietary intaJce provided internally valid data, 
which it did.** , < 

% ^ ^ ^ 

A further look at the nutrition knowledge quiz waj obtained also as a 

part of" instrument development. Eighty-f iva^students from an intro- 
. duflory nutrition ,caurse at Rutgers University (taught by Dr. Paul 

Lachance) filled out just t\\e k-nowledge sectipn of the questionnaire. 
• The .students', scores werje compared with the shoppers' scores; the 

mean score for the students was higher than that of the shoppers. 




*See "N&tional Nutrition Survey, Questionnaire Item Analysis," prepared 
for Division of Consumer Studies, bureau of Foods, Food and Drug Admin 
i'stration^,by Response Analysis Corporation, October 1974. • . ^ 

*See "1975 Nutrition Survey, Item Analysi^s - Nutritior? Knowledge Quiz,* 
Dietary Intake Pretext Analysis," prepared for Division of Consumer 
Studies, Bureau of Foods, Food and Drug Administration, by Response 
Analysis Corporation, June 3975* 1 • . - 
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Repgrt Organization , ' * • 

This report is in two parts: 

Part 1 This document: A presentation of the findings and 

methodology from the Second 'nationwide sample of food 
shoppers., . . - * , .* . 

Part 2 A separate report of frndings fron) a Nationwide Panel 
Sample. Detailed tabu >aticms , from each of these paKs 
of the research as well as magnetic data tape records 
, have been prepared. j ^/ . 

Findings on the 24-hour dietary intake of shoppers are reported /^parately. 
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HIGHLIGHTS 



Nutrition Knowledge . . . , 

A series of -questions, has been ^developed and refined which measures shop^^rs* 
basic knowledge^ nUlrition — called a "nutrition knowledge quiz." Th 
knowledge quiz covers Information shoppers have on various nutrients --/how 
easy it is for the bbcl>^ to obtain these-nutrients and whether or not th/5 body 
stx)res the nutriepts. The quiz also has a series, of questions regardi 
representatives of the four food groups: dairy (mi>k), meat (beef), vegetable/ 
fruit (tomatoes), and gr?iin Cbread). This series of questions covers /knowledge 
about the nutrition elements of the foods, their value to the body* foods 
which might be used as substitutes fof them. 

l.^A score was developed from the above questions, giving respondents one 
point for eacli ''correct^ answer- tjjey. gave. The maximum score possible is 
134; the actuat highest score received was 115.' The mean nutritjion 
scor*e among shoppeft is 71. ' 



When examining subgroups of shoppers, the fol.lowing differences 
apparent: t 

' • . * 

• Youri^^ shoppers -(under 50 years old) score higher than 
older shoppers^ - 



become 



\ 

\ 



\ 



— Sh0pf)ers--^i>'-t4te--h49her-^-oc^i)^ groups score highest.' *.* 



(Socipe^cononlfc status Is based on education, income and ^ 
occupation.; In the ease of nutrition knowledge^ education 
seems to have the^'^trongest influence. The jhigher a shopper % 
education, the higher the score on nutrition knowledge.)* * 

f Shoppers in the South score lower than those in'other regions. 

f Wompn score higher than men. ' . ' 

t Blacks score lower than iill other respondents grouped together. 

Shoppers were also asked to rate their nutrition knowledge on, a scale 
from one to ten, with "1" indicating very little knowledge and "10*' indi-^ 
eatings knowledge corfiparable to that of food .scientt6ts and dietitians, 
(This was done pridr to the nutrition knqwledge questions.) 

A third of shoppers place themselves in the high group (know^'quite a 
bit" or "a lot" about nutritlonji: alfliost four in ten -see themselves in 
the middle. range (know "some") ; and a fourth rate their knowledge of - 
nutrition fairly low (Icnow "not too much" or "almost nothing"'). 

Since 1973 there has been a somewhat downward shift in how 
, shot)pers pdrcelve their nutri-tlon knowledge. Shoppers arfe 
somewhat more likely to place themselves in the lov/est cate"- 
. gorles now than they were two- years ago. 



f 
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Shoppers' khowledge of whether or not certain nutrients are easy or 
hard for the body ta get, and whether the bady stores the hutrients 
is somewhat uneven. - For example, j^hile at least three-fourths of 
shoppers correctly identify fat, carbohydrates and proteirf as nutrients 
which ar^ easily obtained by the body, less ^an four in ten know this ; ' 
is tru.e of thiamin (vitamin B]) and riboflaviiV (Vitamin.-B2) • In a^ddition,. ^ 
a majority of shoppers believes^that calcTum, vitamin D and iron, are easy 
to gdt, wHen in fact, they are difficu) t for the. body to/obta1n» 

Another misconception which exists among a majority of shoppers is that 
the. body stores carbohydrates., # . * - 

While many shoppers exhibit some working kjiwledge of* the nutrient 
contfi^nt, vaiue to the bo,dy and appropriate substitutes for the* four 
foods studied, some misconceptions are apparent* The following I5 a( 
sdnmry ^of responses given j)y a majority of shoppers. (The items iri 
parentheses -are not scored ^s a correct answer.) 



Food - 



Nutrition Elements Value to the Body 



BEEF 



Calciuip 
Protein 
Fat 

Vitamin D 
(Vitamin A) 

Protein 

Fat 

Iron 



Strong teeth and bones 
Building j^ody tissues 
(Healthy skin) 



'building tfcdy tissues 
Builds blood cells 
^(Strong tiE^eth and bortes)^ 



Sub stitiite Foods 
— I 

\ 

Cottage icheese 
Peanut butter 



Chicken 
Eggs 

Fish 

Peanut butter 
Cottage cheese 



TOf^ATOES Vitamin C 



EfiRICHED Carbohydrates 
BREAD Thiamin 

Riboflavin, 
. (Fat) 



(No items in this category 

either correct or in- 
correct'— are selected by 
a majority Sf shoppers) 

» Building bod^ tissues 
(Strong teeth- and bones) 



Oranges 

Carrots' 

Broccoli 



Macaroni 

White potatoes, 

Rice 



Beliefs Abou,t Food and Nutrition 



5. Shoppers were also asked a' seiges of questions regarding their opinions 
or beliefs ^ab^ut some aspects of food and' nutrition. The most widely 
held tms-informed belief is: . . •. 

f ^ . . - ^ 

\ • ■ Vitamins which pre added to a food (such- as fruit drink) 
do Rot provide as much benefit as the vitamins found in 
a food naturally (e.g., fresh oranges or grapefruit). 

> 

Shoppers Sre divided on these '-issues: * . 

0 Just'weighing the rigipt amount indicates proper nourish- • 
ment. ' 

t Just eating what you will provide Enough nourishment. - 
» Any food sold in the supermarket is good for you. • * 

Differences in how widely-held two of these beliefs a're have occurred 
since the 1973 survey: .■ ^ 

• MoVe shoppers 'this year believe that added vitamins d5 not 

• provide the same benefit as natural vitamins. (SU in 
' 1973, vs. 62% in 1975) * . 

t Fewer shoppers this yeaf believe'vegetarians^can stay 
•healthy without eating meat. (58%. in 19^, is, 48i in 1975) 

Nutrition Labeling , - 

6. A majority^ shoppirs (58%) say they^have noticed food products which 
have nutrit/on labeling.. 

%( ^ ■ 

A thfrd of all shoppers say they*haa,*€ aclually made use of 
nutrition labeling in making buying decisions. ^(This rep- 
resents somewhat over half of those shoppers who have seen 
the labeling. ) ' . . / 

7. A "Sample nutrition label was shown to respondents and a series of 
questions covering their understanding and evaluation of it was 

♦ asked. . ' , - 

About a third-of shoppers (34%) say they understand at least seven 
of the eight components of the lab^l .which were studied. About aaother 
th\T&-{ZS%) say they understand four^ five or six of the parts of the 
- Jabel,.and the remainder (31«) report understanding only three or fewer 
of the components. 



* These Issues w^re judged to. be Incorrect by the nutrition consultants. 



The most widely understood parts of the label are: 

Serving size or servings per container (85%) " 

• Calorie content C82%) 

A majority say they under3tand each of the remaining information 
segn^nts on the label, with' the exception of sodium content. 

f U. S. Recommended Cteiily Allowances (64%) 

• Protein content (62%) X> 

• Ii>formation on fat .(58%) 

• Carbohydrate content (56%) . ^ 

• Cholesterol content (51%) 

Sodiii3i content information is repont^ as being understood by 36% 
of the shoppers. 

Shoppers are divided-^on whether they would prefer to use nutriti9n 
labeling as a shopping aid ("to get the best nutritional buy^*') or 
as an aid in planning and evaluating diets at home ("to help plan aM^ 
better^Ttlet at home*). Nevertheless, more shoppers (42%) say they 
would prefer help in getting the best nutritional buys than say 
they would use the information^at home (28%). ^ . 

About a fifth of shoppers, however^ say they probably _ . 
will not be using nutrition labeling at all. 

While support -for and interest in nutrition labeling has slackened 
s'otnewhat since^973^ there is still widesprestd favorability toward 
nutrition labeling among shoppers. 

When asked to raake the choice between having nutrition label inforroa-' 
tion and fnfonnation oa- recipes, shoppers strongly prefer nutrition, 
' label information '{58% vs. }7%). - ' ^ 

-When asked to choose between two types of nutrition-related informa- 
tion, shoppers ar^ divided in their opinions as to ^ich would be 
erable to have on -food packages, forty-two-" percent say they would • 
prefer nutrition -label infennation, but 37%,-pick infopation on making 
a well-balanced meal with the food in the pa^bteSge. 

The findings on the above- two questions wei-e somewhat different in , 
1973: J ■ ■ 

t More shoppers in. 1973 (79%) picked nutrition label 
information oveT recipes (9%). 

. t "Shoppers JjkITO were m6re likely to choose nytrition - , - 
label information (64%) over information -in making a 
balanced meal (20%). . 
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10. -Many shoppers (72%) say they would make use ofnvtrition labeling 
to help decide about buying a new brand for the rirst tiij^T^ 

* 

In addition, many shoppers (78%) think nutrition labeling- will bene- 
fit CTiem as homemafcers at least ^ little. . . 

Sjnce 1973, h^ v sr, fewer shoppers say they will get 
"quite a bit">f behefit - 52% said so in 1973, as 
opposed to 45X in 19(75. 

One measure of shoppers' feel-ing about nutrition labeling was obtained 
. by asking them if they would be witling to pay an extra amount of 
money (up to 50$ per week) so tha;t trfis information could be p^t on 
^qd produces. ■ ' jy ■ , ^ " ^ 

402 are willing to pay 50t more eaeh weiek . 

16? are willing to pay 30$ ' " . 

• -92 are' willing to pay 10$ • 

^ ^ 342 are not willing to pay .a;]/th1n^ 

Again, this year's findings 'indicate somewhat less favorabillty toward 
nutrition labeling since 1973. -fer instance, in 1973, 48% of shoppers ^ 
said they were willing to pay 50$ extra a. week for nutrition labeling, . 
^nd 25% were not ill ling to pray anything'. ... ' ^ • 

• . Q • 

11. Another kind of information which appears on food products was studied — 
^ open dating. One example of open dating was Included in the survey '— 

dates staH^d on milk. . , . . ' ' 

Sane confusion exists among shoppers as to the meaning of dates on milk. 
Some think it refers to the date by which the product should be sold ' 
to the customer (43%). Some, however, think it me^ns the date'by which 
the milk shayld be -used by the customer (3&%). 

When asked which way they would prefer, a majority of 

shoppers say they would like the date to refer* to whem" 

the milk should be used by the customer. • . ' ' 

Househol<d - Practices • ' , . 

• * ■ . - ' 

It. About half of food shoppers (47%) report thdt someone in their household 
> takes vitamins regular^ ~ most often it isUhe food shQpper< herself 
(or himself) who takes them. In most cases, Ivitamins are taken as a 
precautionary measure and net for any particular dietary need., 

13. A majority of shoppers (57X) say that someone in their household is 

trying to either gain or lose weight (most trying to lose). The shopper 
and Spouse are most frequently mentioned as t;rying to- lose weight. 
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14. Shoppers most often report doing their shopping once a week (55%). 

Many say they made a Jist (62%) and read ads for specials (68%) before . 
their last food shopping. 

^ While on their last shopping trip, 75% of shoppers looked for dates 
.on products, 412 looked for unit pricing, and 46% checked a list of 
ingredients on one or more food product^^ , 

15. 'According to about half {46t) of shoppers^v they have been changing 

their shopping behavior in some way over the last year. These changes 
most often take the form of using less or cheaper cuts of meat, watching 
for specials and using coupons more, and buying fewer sweets and 
snacks . 
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^flNDINGS IN 



D^TAIj, 



Notes for reading tables: 

a. If there js. a %.sign at the top of a- column of figures, then the 
columrf reads dovm and adds to T00%, unless otherwise noted. 

b- If there is a % sign next t6 the'first'^ nuijiber in a row of figures^ 
then the figures read' across, and'add to 100%, unless otherwise*- 
noted. : 1^ 

c. A % sign next to each number in a table means that the fi^ures^are 
not additive either across oc dpwn. This kind of format would be 

/ used for showing partial tables {e.g., just the extent of agreement 
with a number of agree-disagree §atenents). 

.d. the computer ta""&Tgs^rom which we work so;netimes add to 99% or 101'% 
when^ th?y, should add to exactly \0O%. These discrepancies are due 
to rounding off of the perc^nts. .We have adjusted these figurerin 
the report when necessary, to add to 100%. 

e. The bases shown in parentheses in the tables are actual iwmbers of 
respondents. These bases would be used when estimating the statistical 
significance of percentage difference's. 

Percentages are derived from the weighted frequencies, which are shown 
in the original detailed tabulations not shown here.' Any repercentaging 
which the reader may wish to do should utilize these Weighted-fre- 
quencies. ' ^ 

f. Analysis variables are often defined on the page where they flrsty 
appear. A fuller explanation or them is included in the Appe^< 
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Nutntfon Knowledge and Inforr^tion 

- Self-Concept of Nutrition Kjiowl^dqe * 

- NutrUion Knowledge Score 

- Spetific Nutrition Knowledge Questions 
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1. SELF-ESTIMATE OF NUTRITION wmEDSE • 

As in 1^73', shoppers were asked to rate their nutrition knowledge on a 
ten poir^ scale,' with' a ratino^of "1" representing the least amount 6f 
nutrition knowledge, and a rating of "10" being considered ccwnparable 
to that of food scientists and other nutrition experts. As is shown be- 
/ low, a third of respondents i^. bolh 1973 and 1975 believe that they know 
"quite a bit" about nutrition. ' ' * ' " 

There has been a -slight downward shift frofn'mid-scale to the lower 
ratings by other shoppers. Fewer shoppers in 1975 rate their nu- 
trition knowledge as '^rnaderate" compared with 1973, while the pro- 
• portion regarding their knowledge as "low" has increased slightly. 
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Table i 
Nutrition ScaT 



ABOfJT HCn* DO YOU KKW ABOUT hUTRITlOi? 



\ 

ERIC r 



ALOT • 
Food Scientists 

foUE EC0»«>M1STS 

JimcuNs , 



-QyjTr A- 
— ttf 



SOI'c 



r 



mi TOO 

K-iJCH 



ALMOST 
NOTHING 



10- 



3 1 

1 — 



base: {l,500)v 




5,'- 
. 10 
2 

' 5 - 
Not sure ' 1 . ' 

24 



22$ 



^'i3% High 



38$ Moderate 



6 

10 
4 
6 
3 



26$ Low 



'There is variation among. homemaker subgroups on s4lf-estimate of nutri- 
tion knowledge. Looking at the mean ratings, stfojspers with 5t leas-t^. 
some college experience afld those who report practicing the most- care ' 
in actual food shopping tend to. rate themselves much 'higher than de 

'others.. In fact, half of t^ie college educated respondents (52%) ac- ' 
tually score high on the nutrition knowledge questions (see p. -9). Half 
of shoppers who rate themselves .high on nutrition knowledge also score 
high on the nutrition quiz. ' • > ' , 



Table 2 



X 



(Not sure, no answer not shown) 



* 
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*Self-Ratimf-€rf Nutrition Knowledqe 










Mean 




Low 


Moderate 


. High 


^ting- 


All food shODDers (1 654^ 


26% 


38 


33 


5.61 


AGE 










18 - 34 (659) r 

\ 


23% 


45 


• 31 




00 - 49 (551 ; 


24%. 


35 


'38 ' 


5.75 




27% 


35 


33 


5.54 


EDUCATION 










Less than high school ^ (212) 


• 48% 


28 


' 16 


4 IQ 


High school graduate (948) 


25% 


- 43 


30 


5.4^ 


w 1 1 ege v^y / ; 


' 12% 


35 


51 


6.54 


REGION 










Northeast (419) 


21% 


37 . 


'" 38 


5.87 


North Central (463) 


24j^ 


41 


34 


5.66 


South (519) 




36^ 


27 / 


5.16 


West (263) 


20%. 


39 ^ 


39 


5.91 _ 


NUTRITION K{<OWLEDGE 








i 


Low (555) • ■ 


41% 


l35 


18 


4.62 . 


Moderate (542) 


22% 


38 


38 


' 5.85 


High (567) 


. 10% 
1 


41 


48 


6.42 


CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE* 








Lo'if (355) 


39% 


31 


23 


4.81 


'Moderate (834) 


26% 


'■ .38 


34 


5.64 


High (475) ' 


14% ■ ■. 


44 


41 


6.12 



I-Va^^L^^^J"^^^ ^^^^'^ °" ^ 5^'"^" 0^ behavioral questions relatini 
to ^hop()ing styTB.^ See page 80 for a complete description of the score.' 



INTRODUCTION TO NUTRITION WiOWLEDGE 

♦ 



Following is a discussion^'the^nutrition. knowledge , quiz which was devel 
oped to get a broad meas.ure of nutrition knowledge among food shoppers. 
This quiz wa$ first developed in the 1973 baseline survey' and was consid- 
erably revised for this yearns' survey. , 

* Following the original analysis of the data from the 1973 survey, 
• .a further analysis ^of the knowledge quiz was performed using a 
vaViety of statistical techniques.* The purpose of this further 
analysis of the knowledge quiz was to refine it in order to 
"develop a good measure of nutrition knowledge whi^h can be adr 
roinistered to the public as part of a survey. 

As a* result of the analysis, the knowledge quiz was, in^iFact, reyised . 
substantially. The nature of the revisions focuses on the questioning 
technique, although some content changes were also made. The main 
-i:hange in the questioning- technique was to design the questions'so 
'that in effect a *'yes" or "no" or "not sure" response was requ^ed 
to each part of the quiz, rather than allowing respondents to select 
items from a list, ^^-s type of technique was found to be necessary 
for analyzing the quiz as a "test.*' ' 

In addition, the qui? was shortened to include only tt^ose items whichr 
seerr^ed to be the best pre^iictors of nutrition knowledge, as determined 
by the statistical analysis. 

.The subject areas covered by the quiz inclOde: ho-^ easily the body 
obtains -various nutrients'and whether those nutrients are stored by the 
body or not; questions regardiPJ^nepresentatives of the four food groups 

dairy (milk), meat' (beef), vegetable/fruit (tomatoes), and grain 
(bread). These questions cover thnee main areas: other foods which 
might be substituted for xthe foods studied, nutrients contained in 
. the foods studie'cl, and ho^ the body uses tije^foods. More specifically, 
' questions included in the nutrition knowlMge^ score are: 

, Nutrientswhich are easy for the body to get and those 
which are hard to get. 

. Nutrients which are stored by the body and those which 
are not. . ' 

Foods that have a lot of the same benefits to the body 
\ that (milk, beefi, tomatoes, bread) have. 

Main nutri'ents contained iti (mil'k,>eef, tomatoes, bread). 

"^Hain^ functions foods (milk, beef, tomatoes, bread) perform 
for the body. 



*See "National Nutrition Survey, Questionnaire It^ Analysis prepared 
.for Division of Consumer Studies, Bureau of Foods, Food and Drug Admin 
istration, <by Response 7\nalys1s Corporation,' October 1974, 

« 
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Shoppers were given one point for each correct answer on the quiz. If 
a shopper answered 'every item correctly, the sco're would^Jje 1.34. In 
fact, the highest score received by any shopper was 115^ 

Shoppers were placed into three groups of epproximately.. equal size ac- 
cording to their score. These groups are labeled "low," "lioderate" 
and "high." Figure 1, below,-^is a graphic representation of how shoppers 
nationwide store on the knowledge quiz.* * • 



*• Figure 1 • ' ' 
Nutrition Knowledge Scoje 
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*For complete details of the scoring procedure,' see Appendix, 
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Differences in the level of knowledge become apparent when examined 
\>y homejmaker subgroups • 

• Younger respondents exhibit more nutrition knowledge- than • 
, do .older shoppers. ' . - ^ - . 

' , Nutrition knowledge increases with socioecondmic status,*^ 

\ (Educational attainment, which is part of the socioeconomic 
. . • score, plays an .important role in how shoppers score on the 
quiz. For example-, SiZX^of the college educated score-high 
; on the qutz, as compared with ?7% of those who .graduated 

' .from high^school and oifly 6% of those with less than 12 
years of- education. ) 

By region of the country, there is little difference in 
knowledge*, except tmt the Southern shoppers score lower 
than do shoppers in other regions. 

• Women are slightly more knowledgeable than are men: 

• Blacks are significantly less knowledgeable about nutrition 
than others. , ■ - 



♦Socioeconomic status index was developed from three variables: education, 
' income "and occupation. See Appendix for a detailed description. 
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. . Table 3 • 
Nutrition Knowledge Score by fopulatlon .Subgroups 



Nutrition Knowledge Score 
' Moderate 



All food shoppers (1,654) 
AGE 

18 - 34 (659) 
35 - 49 (561) 
- H(433) 



Low 
36S 



32 




EDUCATK 
Less thanR^i school (212) 
High school graduate (948) 
ColW (497) 



75% 
36% 
16% 



19 

'37 
32 



High 
32 



27 
52 



Mean 
Scp'r-e 

69.28* 



26% , 


32 


42 


75.17 


31% 


35 


..34 


71.92 


47% 


31 • 


22 ' 


63.20 



48.18 
68.88 

ai.i3, 



REGION X 










Northeast (419) ■ 


■33% 


35 . 


32 


70.18 


North Central (463) ^. 


35r — 


. 30 


,35 


69.95 


South (519) 


42% 


32 


26 


65.69 


West (263) 


..31%- 


33 


. 36 


73.23 


SEX . 










Female (1,298) 


35% 


32 


33 


65.03 


Male (366) , ' 


43% 


32 




70.25 


RAeE' 










White/other (1,485) 


>* 

34% 




34' 


70.34 


Black (177) 


■. 53% 


33 


14 


60,83 


SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 










Low (545) 




30 


.14 


58.92 


Jliddle (600) 


28% 


'37 


35 


72.02 


. High (519) 


22% 


30 • 


48 


7&.40 



Example of ho/tp read table: 26% or the 18-34 age group fall in the 
low category of the nutrition knowledge score. ' 

♦Standard Deviation = 22.83 



ERIC 



2-D 



19 

10 



■ ■ ■ ■ ■ •■ - : 

A discussion of the individual components of, the nutrition knowledge 
score begins with^his page and end% on page 16. 

3. KNOWLEDGh ABOUT NUTRIENTS . . , ' • . 

Shoppers were banded a card listing ten nutrients and asked for each 
whether it is easy, 1{6 get" (either because it is found in many foods, 
or because commonly used foods have a lot of it), or hard to' get. They 
were also asked whether or not the body stores that nutrient. Under- 
standing of the ea^e with which nutrients. are obtained and how the body 
handles them is uheyen. 

• At least three shoppers In .ten believe each of the nutrients studied 
is easy to get .from one's regular diet. Protein (77X), crrbohydrates 
(87SS) and fat (93X) are correctly answered as easy to get by the ma- 

- jority of shoppers. However, only 36% of shoppers name thiamin as a 
Yiutrient t^'at is easy to get, and 30X riarae riboflavin. From 46$ to 
-^80? of shoppers incorrectly believe that vitamin A, iron, vitamin D, 
and calcium.are easily obtainable nutrients. 

Iron (371) is most often correctly named as hard to get. 

Majorities of shoppers know that calcium {59%) and fat (88X) are stored 
by the body, but 65% of shoppers incorrectly also believe that carbo- 
hydrates are stored^ 



if 



. 1 



* 4 



so 
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TaWe 4 

Knowledge of Nutrients . • , 
j(base; All food shoppers <■ 1 .664) 





Easy to 
get from 

ppriijlAr dipf 


Hard to 
get from 

1 cyu 1 ar u i cu 


Bo^y 


• 

Body does ^ 
nou Suore 


r 

Fat ■ , . 


93% 


2 ' 


88% 


' 4 


Carbohydrates 


87% 


2 • 


. 65% 




Vitarmn C , 


80% 


12 


' 25% 




Protein 


77% 


13 


36% 


io 


CaVcium 


73% 


li 


59% 


20 


Vitamin 0 


56% 




26% 


34 * 


Iron y / 


5^ 


37 


. m 


38 


Vitamin A 


46% 


20' 


23% ' 


34' 


Thiamin (.Vitam'in B^) 


• 36% 




19% 


36 • 


Riboflavin (Vitamin 


30% 


/ 28 


' 16% 


3i 



(Not sure, no answer not shown) 



1 



%3te: Selection of underscored items contributes to total score on nutrition 
' knowledge quiz. Of the possible 134 points in the knowledge score, 
this series accounts for 18 points. 
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4. KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE FOUR MAIN FOOD GROUPS 

TKe^ final series of questions on nutrition knowledge asked food shoppers 
about representatives of each of the four food groups • The foods selected 
to be studied are: milk, beef, tofnatoes, .and bread.* 

The same series. of questions was asked about each of the four foods.** 
Respondents were directed to look' at an exhibit card which listed 
choices for eacir'of the questions.*** 

Areas studfed are: - , ^ 

% The-value of the food to the. body — 

Whether (mil-k, beef, tcxnatoes, bread) is important or • 
not for selected functions in the body. 

# 

• Nutrition elements — 

Whether of not (milk, beef, tomatoes, bread) Is a particu- 
larly good source* d&f selected nutrients. 

• Substitute foods — * * - 

Wh^ich other foods (listed on a card) haye a lot of the same . 
. bjsnefits'to the body that (milk, beef, tomatoes, bread) has. - 



*In 1973 the four foods asked about wer^ milk,, beef, green peas, and 
bread. \^ 

**6f the possible T34 points in fhe knowledge score, this food group 
series accounts for 116 points. ' 

™***Resppndenls were reassured "at thi^ start of this series .that "Even the 
experts disagree about tfie answeY^," so that they would-not feel self- 
conscious about answering a 'series -of "knowledge" type questions. 
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Majorities of food shoppers are familiar with the nutritional qualities 
of milk.. 

At least seven sRbppers in ten know that nfflk is a good source of cal- 
cium, protein-, fat, and vitamin D. Three-fourths or more of shoppers 
also know milk- contributes to strong teeth and bones and builds body 
• tissues. Majorities also i<J^e"ntify cottage cheese, eggs, and peanut 
butter as foods which could substitute for milk. 



Table 5 





(base: 


Al 1 food' shoppers - 


1,564) 






Milk is a 




Milk is 




Foods Having a Lot of 


^ Good Source of 




Important for' . 




. the Same Benefits 


as Milk 


Calcium 


90% 


Strong teeth and 


95% 


Cottage cheese 


88% 1 






bones 






69% 




74% 






Eggs 






Bulldino bodv 


]]%. 




54% ■ 




73 %_ 


* tissues 




Peanut butter 


r ta^m D 


"70% ' 


Healthy skin 


n% 


Fish 


44% ; 


r tc^in A 


52% 


Builds blood cells 


50% 


Chicken 


'40% i 


* r*' r 


' 39% 


' For nervous 


48% 


Carrots 


34% 1 


) 




system 






30% 


Vc'^i'^.'/drates 


38% 






Oranges ^ 




# 


Fights infections 


34% 




25% 




34% 




Broccol i 






For the eyes 
# * 


30% 




• 24% 


r'ta^jn C - 


28% 




Rice 




. 28% 


« 




White potatoes 


23% 




t 






Macaroni ^ . 


20% 










Pork & beans 


22% 















•underscored it^s a 



re' correct, iEher 
, only thevposit 



herefore, selection contributes to total score- 



FCff ease of reporting, only the^pbsltive an-swer -categories are shown. 
The negative responses -and not sure are omitted. See separately bound 
Detailed Tabulations fpr complete data. 
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Beef is seen as a good source of .protein, fat^ and iron, and as a blood cell 
and body tissue builder . 

Majorities of shoppers corrjectly ida|)tify protein, fat ^nd iron-as com- 
ponent elements of beef, and attr.^^^e the building of body .ti^ssues and 
blood cells to beef. However, over half incorrectly believe beef contributes ' • 
to strong teeth and bones. All of the foods with animal protein are 
correctly mentioned by about half of shoppers as Substitutes for beef • 
Many shoppers also recpgnize the vegetable protein in peanut butter and 
pork and beans as substitutes. 

Tablg 5 * ^ \ * • 

Knowledge of ^the^^tleajt Food Group: Beef * • , - 

{base: All foodshoppers - 1,664)- ' 



1 

Beef is a 
Good Source of • . . 


Beef OS 
Important for . , , 


F^ods Having a Lot of 
^fte Same Benefits as Beef 


Protein 90% 
Fat • ^ 78S 
iron §9% 
Carbohydrates 27% 
Thiamin. .(B^) ^ 37? 
Riboflavin- (B2) 34^ 
Calcium". 30% 
Vifamin-'A 29%- 
Vitamin D 25% 
Vitamin C '16% 


Building body 86% 
tissues 

Builds blood 85% 
cells 

Strong teeth and 59% 
bones 

For healthy skin , 47% 

For nervous 44% 
system 

Fights infections 44% 
For the ey^ 29% ' 

> 


Chicken '73% 
E-ggs • 70% - ^ 
Fish 67% 
Peanut butter 66% 
Cottage cheese 53% 
Pork & beans 46| 
Carrots 24% 
'Broccoli 21% 
Rice 19% 
Macaroni 15% " 
White potatoes 15% 
' Oranges 14% 



/ 



Underscored items are correct, therefore, selection contributes to total score* 

' - V 
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ShopplW know that tomatoes contain vitamin C, but are unsure of their 
vaTue to the body .. , * • 

/ ' • 

Seven shoppers in ten knovf that vitamin C is contained in tomatoes. 
Only four in ten correctly cite vitamin A as one of tomatoes* nutrttional 
elements^ Over six shoppers in ten alsd know that oranges and carrots 
are substitute foods for tomatoes, but less than four in ten know 
that tomatoes contribute to healthy skin, fight Infection, and aid 
the eyes. ' 

Table 7 ^ ' . 

Knowledge of the Fruit/Vegetable Fo"^ Groups Tomattoes * 
(base: All food shoppers - 1,564) 



c 

Tonfiatoes are a ^ 
Good Source of , ,/ 


ToijKitoes are 
Important for , , . 


Foods Having a Lot of the- 
Same Benefits as Tomatoes 


Vitamin C / 
Vitafcin A y 
Vitamin D 


70% 
42% 
31% 


Building body 
tissues , 

Builds blood 
cells ^ 


38% 
38% 


Oranges 
Carrots 
Broccol i 


69% 

1 

62% 
54 % 


Iron 


26% 


For healthy skin - 


37% ' 


White potatoes 


22% . 


Thiamin (B^) 


22% 


Fights infections 


36% ^ 


Eggs 


18% 


Carbohydrates 


20% 


' For^j^e eyes 


27% 


Cottage 'cheese 


18% 

16^ ■ 


Riboflavin (Bg) 


2(K 


For nervous system 


24% 


,Pork & beans 


Protein 
Cal.cium 


19% 
13% 


Strong teeth and 
bones . 


23% 


Peanut butter 
Fish 


16% 
12% 


Fat 


4% 






Chicken 


12% , 


/ • . 




; 




Rice 


ice . 






Macaroni ■ 





Underscored items are correct, therefore, selection contributes to total score. 
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Enriched bread is seen as a source orf carbohydrates and B vitamins , 
and rice, potatoes and macaroni are named as substitute foods . 

Seven 'Shopper-^ in ten know that enriched bread js a source of carbo- 
hydrates, and over hal^f name thiamin and riboflavin as elements con- 
tained in enriched bread, A majority correctly believes that bread is 
good for- building body tissues out a majority Incorrectly thinks bread is 
important for strong teeth and bones. Foods named'as substitutes 
by a fiajority of shpppers are macaroni, white potatoes, and rice. 



Table 8 

. Knowledge of the Grain Food Group: Enriched Bread * 
(base:' All food shoppers - 1,664> 



Bread i^ a 



Carbohydrates 
Thiamin (B^) 
Riboflavin (B2) 56% 
Fat 

Protein 
Vitamin A • 



Vitamin D 



Calcfi 



um 



Iron 
y 

Vitamin C 

















Foods Having a Lot 




^fead is 




of the Same 




. * . 


Important for . 




Benefits as Bread 




70% 


Building body 


60% 


■ — ' 1 — 
Macaroni 


78% 




tissues 








59% 






White potatoes 


78% 




Strong teeth and 


52% 






56% 


bones • t 


39% 


Rice 


Zi% 


5b? 


Builds blood 


Peanut butter 


35% 




cells 








50% 






Pork & beans 


34% 




For healthy skifi 


35% 






44% 


For nervous syiteni 




Eg^s 


34% 




28% 




'42% 






Cottage cheese 


32% 




For the eyes 


24% 






41% 






Fish 


24% 




Fights infections 


23% 






39% 




Chicken 


23% 


25% 






Carrots 


20% 








Broccol i 


14% 






r 


Oranges 


12% 



Underscored items are. correct, therefore, selection contributes to total score. 



ERiC 



3G 



CHAPTER SUMMARY, 



4. 



When rating their own nutrition knowledge, a 'third of ^hopperl (33%) 
see themselves as knowing "a lot" or "quite a bit" ab3lit nutrition; 
38% say they know "s&ne" about nutrition, and 26% rate themselves as 
knowing "not too much" or "almost nothing" about nultiriti-on* In gen- 
eral, shoppers seem to have a realistic concept, of their nutrition 
'knowledge. Nevertheless, \8% of those who score low on a nutrition 
knowledge quiz, mistakenly think their knowledge is high, 

r 

Regarding actual nutrition knowledge, as measured by a nutrition quiz, 
younger shoppers, those with college experience, women, and non-blacks 
score highest on the items which comprise the nutrition knowledge ^ 
score/ 

When ^handed a/^ist and asl^ed to nan^ those nutrients which are easy 
to get from a/regular diet, at least three shoppers in ten select^ 
each ttem as^easy to get, 

A second part of this question asked shoppers which nutrients the 
body stores. About a fourth or more correctly name .vitamin A, 
iron, vitamin D, calcium, and fat. Other nutrients are incorrectly 
named as stored by the body by^anywhere from 16% (riboflavin) to- 
65% (carbohydrates) of shoppers. 

In a section devoted to' the, four main food groups, the following 
are selected by at least a njajority of shoppers • (The items in 
parentheses are not scofed is correct answers •) 



N 



Food/- 
MIIK • 



Nutrition ^Elements Value to the Body ^ 



BtEF 



Calcium 
Protein 

Vitamin D 
(Vitamin A) 

Protein 
Fat • 
Iron 



Strong teeth an^ bones 
Building body tissues 
(Healthy skin) 



Building body tissues 
Builds blood cells 
(Strong teeth and bones) 



TOHATbES •Vitamin C 



ENRICHED 
BREAD 



Carbohydrates 
Thiamin 
Riboflavin 
(Fat) 



(No items in this category 
— either correct or in-, 
correct — are selec^ted by 
a maj«*ity of shoppers) 

BuildingVboHy tissues 
(Strong teeth and bones) 



Substitute Foods 

Cottage cheese 
'Eggs 

' Peanut butter 



Chicken 

Eggs 

Fish 

Peanut butter- 
Cottage cheese 

Oranges - 

Carrots 

Broccoli 



Macaroni 
White potatoes 
Rice 
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K BELIEFS ABOUT FOOD AND NUTRITION 

In addition to determining shoppers' factual Jcnowl edge in the nutrition 
area, they were asked a series, of questibns cegarding nutrition bel-iefs. 

Aniong the food and nutrition beliefs studjed, at leajst four food shoppers ^ 
in ten believe that: * . ' |^ 

r Added vitamins do not supply the same benefit as natural 
^'"'^ vitamins, (incorrect) . . ' • 

• Vegetarians can s^ay healthy, (depends) 

• Snacks are never as good for you as a regular meal, (depends or incorrect) 

• Eating a variety of foods from the supermarket can supply " 
- sufficient nutrition, (depends or incorrect) 

• A fourth or less of food shoppers incorrectly believe that: 

WeigMngC^^^ r^ht amount means, yow .are properly nourished. 

• You will get sufficient nourishment if you just eat what 

you like. - , ■ , 

food sold in the supermarket is good for you. 

About one-fiftlitof the food shoppers (18%) believe that a canned 
or frozen vegetable, can be^just as nutritious- -as a fresh vegetable 
\ cooked yourself. 

These questions are -studied in more detail on the following pages. 

4 

, I 

* Scoring of statements by nutrition consultants in parentheses. 
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' Figure 1 

Beliefs about Food and Nutr4t1on 

(base: All 1975 food shoppers - 1,664; 
all 1973 food shoppers - 1,500} . 



2T 



Do^not get same benefit 
from added vitamins aa from 
natural v-itamins. ^ 

Can stay healthy without 
eating meat. 



as good for a person is food 
»at regular meajs- 

Can get enough nutrition 
from eating a variety of >^ 
foods from Supermarket. 




m^mmm 


■w-XvK-X-:-X%<w/.v/.?A^w?</.: 


582 



////// ////////^^ 


ilSliiiiiiii 


m 




By weighing the right amount, 
a person Is properly 
nourished. 

Canned or frozen vegetables 
are just as nutritious as 
fresh vegetables you cook* 




2656 " 



'Get enough nourishment If 
people just each what they' 
like. 

Any food sold in a.suprer- 
market is good for you. 









12% 





m 









(Depends, not sbre omitted) 



/ 



Agree 

Disagree \ 
Agree 1973 




*ln 1973 the question wording asked about "canned or frozen food*' compared 
with "food made frnm ^ — --^ « 
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A foo6 beliefs index was -developed, which divides shoppers into two groups; 
,"not well informed" *ind Jwell informed." As is true with the nutrition 
knowledge score, shoppers were divided^nto equal groups for analysis pur- 
poses, so that overall app,rox4mat.ely. Half the shoppers are in the "net well 
■ informed" .group and half are iii the "well informed" group. When examining 
•subgrougLof shoppers, differences in how they are distributed in the two 
groups 3^ occur. " 



% Of 



The index was developed as follows:- Shoppers 

1 point • "disagree" or "depends" resonse to: Get 
' ^ * enough nourishment if people just eat 

^ what they like.i , 85% 

1 point "disagree" with: Any food from the super-* 

market is good'^or you. 81% 

1 point.— "disagree" or "depends" response to: Between 
meal feods are never as good for a person as 
food at regular meals. A 57% 




1 point — "disagree" with: By weighing the right 

^ ' amount a person is properly nourished. 67% 

I point — ' "disagree" or "depends^' response to: Canned 
or frozen vegetables are just as nutritious 
as fresrh vegetables you cook^^-^. 77% 

• ^ 

1 point — a "yes" response to: Isadded Vitamin C as 

beneficial as fresh Vit^rnirT^? 30%, 



Shoppers with 0-3 pointswere. placed in the "not v(ell informed" group; 
those with 4-6 points we^ put in the "well 'informed" group. a-. 

As shown in the table opposite, the following shoppers are more likely 

to be in the "not well informed" group: 

• 50 years Smd older (59%) . 
• • Black (63%? * ' 

' • Live in the Soath (59%)- 

•'• Lower. socioeconomic groups (50% medium, 68%. low) ' . 
' • Lower nutritfon knq.wledg& ('52% moderate', 65% low) • 



Table 9 
Food BelWs Index 



All food shoppers (1 ,664) 

AGE. 

18-34 (659) 
35 - 49 (561) 
' 50 + (433) 

REGION 
Northeast (419) 
North Central (463) * 
South (519) 
West (263) 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

Low\_545) 
.Middle (600) 
High 0519) 

RACE - • 
White/other (l,48f^ 
Black (T77) . 

NUTRITION Kf^OHLEDGE 
Low (55^ ; 
Moderate (542) 
High (567), 



^ . Not 
V Well , ♦ 

Informed 
» ■- 

51 X 



43% 

m 

% 



m 
m 

59% 

« 

68X 
50% 
3U 

49X 
63r 

65% 
52% 
'33% 



Well 
Infomed 

49 



57 
53 
41 

• 

53 
52 
41 
55 

32 
50 • 
69 

51 
37 

'35 
48 
67 
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The majority of food shoppers believe that natural vitamins 'provide 
more nutritional benefit than added vitamins. - 



S,ix food sho^)pers in ten (62%) believe that vitamin C added to a fruit 
drink is less beneficial than the same amount of vitamin C -in fresh 
oranges or grapefruit.' Three food shoppers in ten believe the same 
benefit is derives -fr^m^jboth. added and natural vitamin C- 

i 

Food shoppers in the high socioeconomic group (39%), and^ those 
who score high on the knowledge quiz (38%), are more likely than 
♦ -'others to believe that vitamin C" f rom either source is equivalent. 



Table 10 



Is Added Vitamin C as 'Beneficial as^Natural Vitamin'C? 



All food shoppers (1,664) 



Yes , 

No 

Depends 
Don't know 



30% 
62 

2 

7 



Since the last survey therfe has been an Increase in 
the percent of food shoppeVs Who believe that vitamtn 
C which is added to a product does not provide the 
sairte benefit as vitamin C found in fresh cTtrus fruit. 



1973 food shoppers (1,500) 

34% said "yes," vitamin C 
from either source 
gives same benefit 



51% said "no" 



43 
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About half of food shoppers believe a person can stay health;^ without 



eating any mea^; poultry or ffsh . 



.Neverthelass, alnwst as many shoppers, feel that vegetarians carwiot 
stay healthy without eating "meat." . * v . 

Those shoppers who are more" likely to think that people cannot stay 
healthy without eating meat, poultry or fish, are in' the lower socio- 
economic group (512), li^ in the South (52%), are black 
(59%), and have les's the* a, high school education' (58%). '•■ 



Table 11 



Cafi People Stay Healthy without Eating Heat. Poultry or Fish? : 



• base: ^ 
Yes, can stay healthy' 
f^o,, cannot st^y healthy 
Depends^ ""^ 
•No opin>6i]i 



All food shoppers 
9,664) 

48% 

41 

8 

. 3 



Since the T^?^rifrvey, there has-been a decrease in the pro- 
portion ;ff ^toS*1sftdppers who believe that a person does not 
have t0 co;isvme^me3t^ poultry' or fish in order to stay healthy.* 



1^73 fQod shoppers (USOO) " ^ 

58^^ said "yes," can stay healthy without- 
jjjftt, poultry or fish 

* 34% said "no," carmot 



*Note: The "depends" category was not included on the questionnaire in *the 
1973 survey. This may, in part, account for the differences between 
surveys.; In 1975, this category (and the "no opinion" category) .was 
•on the questionnaire. But was not read to the respondent. 

ERIC ' . . ' 



26 



Food shoppers are divided on the nutritional vaTue of snacks: four in 
ten believe snacks are never as good for you as regular meals; about the 
same proportion disagrees ^ 

The word "snacks" was not used in the question wording, but suggested i)y 
the phrase "the food that you eat between meals." Shoppers are divided 
on the worth of snacks, even though the type of foods eaten between meals 
is not defined by the question. A fifth of shoppers (19%) do say, how- 
ever, that it "depends."' 

, Table 12 

Between Meal Foods are Never as Good for a Person 
as Foods at Regular Heals> 

AU^food shoppers 



base: 


(1,664) 


Agree 


m 


Disagree 


■ 38 


Depends 


- 19 


Not sure 


3 



Food shoppers who mst frequently disagree with the statement tend to 
be in the higher socioeconomic group (49%) and high nutrition knowledge 



group (472) 



45 
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Shoppers are aVso divided on" the, issue of food "variety" being equated 
with "nutrition." 



■f 



< About four shoppers iij ten beli'eve that eating a va-riety of super- 
market food win supply sufficient nutrition, and the same proportion 
disagrees. 

Respondents age 50 and over (45%), and those with less 
than a high school education (46%), are the most fre- 
quently in agreement -with the statement. 

4 4^ Table 13 

Can Get Enough Nutrition frcxn Eating a Variety of Foods from the Supermarket 

- ' ^ An food shoppers 



base: 


.0 , 664) 


Agree 


39% 


Disagree 


. 43 


Depends 


15 . 


Not sure 


3 



On neither of these two statements (Tables 12 and 13) is 
therfe significant <1ifference from the data reported in the 
previous survey. 



4C 
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Two-thirds of food shoppers do not belreve that simply weighing the right 
amount indicates that yon are properly nourished; however, almost one- 
fourth d9. ^ 

Certain groups of shoppers are more likely than others to believe that 
correct weight and proper nourishment are correlated: those -over 50 
(34%), those in the lower socioeconomic group {36%)i and those who 
score in the lower groups on the nutrition knowledge quiz {32% Iqw 
group, 27% moderate gT3)up). , • ' 



T^ble 14 

* 

By -Weighing the Right Amount, a Person is Properly Nourished. 

/ 

All food shoppers ^ 



base: 


(1,664) 


Agree 


23% 


Disagree 


f " 


Depends 


5 


Not sure 


O 5 



Again, there are no significant differences in results 
between the two surveys on this issue. 



47 
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;^even food shoppers in ten believe that fresh yggetables prov ide more 
nutntion than canned or frozen vegetabTesl 
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Only about a fifth of shoppers (18%) believe that packaged vegetables 
provide nourishment. equivalent to that in fresh vegetable? cooked 
at home, and just under one In ten (7%) say it "depends." 

There is little difference among the various subgroups of 
shoppers on this issue — a majority of all the groups ' 
studied felt that fresh vegetables you cook yourself are more 
nourishing than froze* or canned vegetables. 



. ' Table 15 

Canned or F rozen Vegetables Are as Nutritious as Fresh Vegetables . 



All f^od shoppers 



base: 


0.664) 


Agree 


18$ 


Disagree 


71 


Depends 


7 ' 


Not sure 


4 




> 



While there has been an increase in "disagreement" since 
the previous study, because of the change in question 
wording we do not believe the questions can be directly 
compared. • 
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Few food shoppers believe you can maintain proper nourishment by just 
eating foods that yo^» like . 



Thiri^n peccenLof food shoppers believe this is an effective method 
of geftlflgproper^nourishmeji^^ but 81% disagree. Again, there is wide- 
' spread disagreement with/fhis statement among all subgroups. The -pro- 
portion who agree' rises ^..Wwever, among the older shoppers (18%), those 
in the lower socioeconomic group (20%), a^nd those who score lowest on 
nutrition knowledge '(21%). 

V. 

* ♦ ' Table 15 

/ 

Host People Can get Enough Nourishment if They Just Eat What They Like. 



All food shoppers 



base: 


(1 ,664) 


^ Agree 


13% 


Disagree 


81 


« 

Depends 


4 


Not sure 


2 



light food shoppers in ten do not believe that any food sold in a super- 
market is "good for you." 

However, one food'sTtopper in ten (9%) does believe that any food sold in a 
supermarket is "good for you," and among respondents with less than a 
high school education, this belief is held by a fifth (20%) of the group. 

Table 17 

Any Food From a Supermarket is Good For You. 

All food shoppers 



base: • 


(1,664) 


Agree 


9% 


Disagree 


81 


Depends 


7 


Notjsure 


3 



On. neither of these iwb beliefs is there a change from the results 
^obtained In the 1973 s^dy. " 



2.* IffTERVIEW EFFECT 



Toward the end of the ipterv.ew, respondents were asked to estimate th? 
• effect participation in the survey might have on them. Over half (56%) 
say they will not do anything different in their food-related roles.* 

Four shoppers in .ten (39%)^ however, say that as a result oT the inter- 
view experience they will change their shopping, cookingi and serving 
behavior in some way. The shoppers were asked to explain what they miqht 
do differently, -and the results are shown, below. ^ 

• Table 18 

Effect of Participating in Interview on Shoppi ng, Cooking, " 
Serving Food — ^ : — ^ 



All food s hoppers 

]m 



base 

Will not do anything different 

Will do something different 

Pay closer attention to labels 
Pay more attention to nutrition 
Other • 

♦ 

' Don-'t know 



Not sure, don't know. ' 5 
' • • . (Multiple responses) 

U?p!;^![n^°£T' ^f^? "U^" 50) ^re more likely to-say 

• cJnL 3 0^ ^ interview, as aY'e 

socioeconomic groups (35X low' vs. 43X high) and 

^ l?^ HinlA-'^?J^ ""'^ "''"^"^ '^9PP^^ ^^'•"^y iL score 

In'rJli.n fA', ^J'^.^h^ same proportion (51X) said they would not do 
something diffetient after participating in the T973 survey 



.^asort for.asking this question is to determine the extent to 
oSlL fiJJJjj:!^'^ experience is an opinion-foming one as opposed Jo an 
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CHAPTER SUMMARY 



Shoppei^^ere asked eight "belief", questions' a.bout food' and nutH- ^ 
tion. About half or more of shoppers believe: 



• .People do not get the same benefit from 
added vitamins^ from natural vitamins- (62%). 

t A person can stay healthy without' eating meat; pouHry 
•or fish {48|XM . k ^ ^ 

Other beliefs about foo^^^aflldnutrition which are heW by at least 
or almost a fourth of <?hoppers are: 

• Between meal foods are never as good for a person 
as foods at regular meals (40%). 

• t A person 'can get enough nutrition from eating a 
variety o^ foods frofn the supermarket (39%). 

t By weighing the right amount, a person is prooerly 
nourished (23%). 

4 

Less widely. held beliefs include: 

• Canned or frozen vegetables are just as nutritious 
, . as fresh vegetables you cook (l&ly. 

• People can get enough nourishment if they just eat 
what they like (13%). 

• Any food sold fn a supermarket is good for you (9%). 
A food beliefs index shows that the least well informed shoppers 

dr6 1 



t 



At least 50 years old; bUck; those living in the 
South; those in the lower socioeconomic groups; and 
those with the least amount of nutrition knowledge". 
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Nutrition Labeling and Open Dating 




- Awareness of and Experience 
with Nutrition Label i no— 

- Understanding of Nutrit/on 
Labeling ' 1 - 

- Perceived Benefits of Nutrition 
Labels ^ 

- Evaluation .of Nutrition- Labels 

- Open Dating • 



A SECOND LOOK AT NUTRITION UBELING " ^ • • ' 

One of the mairr objectives of the 1973 survey -of food shoppers was ta 
obtain baseline measurement of consumer attitudes toward the informa^ 
tion presented in nutrition labels. The fir^t measufe was taken befdre 
the us^. of nutrition labeling. wa-s widespread* TherefoVe, the sample . 
label shown to them in the interview was probably the first glimpse 
many of the shoppers had of nutrition labels. 

ite current survey again measures food shoppers', reactions to nutrition 
labeling, but after they have had more of a chance to become famil tBr 
with the lebels and the information presented pn them through ordinary 
day-to-day shopping experiences. In addition, we understand that there 
has been an FDA-sponsored advertising 'program taking place over the - 
last year or so -which is intended to make consimers more familiaft* with 
the labels and how to make use of the information on them.^^^^/ 

As was true in the 1973 study, a prototype of a nutrition label was 
sh6wn to respondents when they wer-e questioned about nutrition labeling. 
*A copy of this is sho^m on the p-age opposite. 



^mple Label* 



NUTRITION INFORMATION 

Per Serving " 
. Serving siie = 8 oz. 
Servings per container = 2 

Calories SgTo- 

Protein 23 g 

Carbohydrate 43 g 

fat 33 g 

{Per<;6nt of Calories from fat = 53%) 

Pofy^^nsaturated* / 22 g 

Saturated . 9 g 

Cholestefol* (20 mg/lOO g) 40 mg 

Sodium (365 mg/lOO g) 810 mg 

Percentage of U.S. l?lcofnmended Daily 
Allowances {U.S. RDA) 

Protein 35 * Niacin 25 

Vitimin A 35 Calcium • 2 

Vitamin C 10 Iron 25 

Thiamtn 15 Vitamin Bs 20 

Riboflavin- 15 VHamin B12 15 



. ♦Information onrfat and afiolesterol content is pro- 
vided for individuals who, on the advice .of a phy- 
sician, are modifying 'their total dietary intake of 
fat and cholesterol. 



2. FAMILIARITY WITH NUTRITION LABELING ' , ^ 

. -.■■)' ' : - ■ 

In the baseline- study it was not expected that shoppers would have 
• some prior knowledgej>f and experience with nutrition labeling. How- 
.-^ver, in the 'time that has elapsed betwein surveys, there -fias beetrmore 
and more opportunity for food shoppers to become -aware of, and possibly 
' make, use of, nutrition labeling. 



Awareness of Nutrition Lifeeling - ' 




As -the table opposite ind^i^R, about six in ten food shoppers say 
th'ey have noticed nutrition labels on food products. The level of 
awareness of theie labels varies considerably among va^ious population 
■groups', however. Those choppers who are younger, in the higher socio- 
economic groups^ with higher' jil^trit ion knowledge Scores and who have a 
high' "careful\hoj)p6F^p(^ra^re igore likely to have seen nutrition 
labeling on foo^iT T^^!^pi^t l.lkely 'to have seen nutrition labeling 
liy the sumner of ■'1975 ar?^ '' 




- older . . 

- in- 'the lowest socioeconom-ic 'groOp 
-"in Bie South / . 

- low scorers on nutrition knowledge and on 
"careful shopper."* 



V 



- 1 



J 




*Sei page 80'for^a complete description of jthe score. 



Table 19 



Awareness of .Foods with nutrition Labeling 
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♦ ^17 food shoppers (1,664). 

AGE ^ ^ 

.18 - 34 (659) 
■ 35 - 49 (561)' 

50 + (433) 

' REGION /■ 
Northeast (419) 
..North Central (463) - 
South {B}^) * ' 
Mes.t (263) " 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 
Low (545) ' ' 
.Middle (600) - 
High (51 9^ 



r^llTTRITION KNOWLEDGE 
Low- (555) ' • 
Moderate' (542) 
High4f67) • 

CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE ^ 
Low (355) ^ 
Medium (834) 
High (475) '-"^ 



' Yes, 
have noticed 

582 



722 
632 
452 



6J2 
642 
502 

m 



452 
642 
"682 



432 
602 

* 

752 



2&t 

■ 582." • 
• ■ 852 



V 



(NQt, sore, no answer not shown^) 



' ERIC • 



5o 



No, have' • 
not noticed 

. 38 . 



26 
32* 

52 



36 
33 
47 
37 



51 
34 

28 ❖ 



52 
38 
23 



70 
38 
14 



40 ^ . 



.Expgriencfr with Nutrition labeling ; ' ' • • 

Those shoppers who said they had seen. foods with nutrition labels were 
asked if they had made use of the labels in. choosing some of the foods 
or beY.erages they .buy. ^ ^ 
» 

A third of all food shoppers say they have mad^ use of nutrition labels 
in choosing foods or beverages. This figure represents slightly over 
half of those who say they have seen nutrition labels. ^ 

At least four in ten sfioppfers firm the following subgroups say they 
ha^^e made use of nutrition labeling: 

. - under age 35 . 

/ -nigh socioeconomic group 

- hfgh nutrition knowledge score 
high "careful shopper**' score* 

,A fourth or less of* these groups have-used nutrition labeling: . 

• age 50 and older > * 

^- low socioeconomic group - 

- low nutrition knowledge score ^ 

- meditm or low "careful shopper" score 



*ln fact, .a Jarge'majority (71%) of this group reports using nutrition 
labeling. See page 8T for characteristics of those shoppers falling 
In the three groups — h^gh, medjiyro, low. • • ' 
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Table V 20 

( 



Use pf Nutrition Labeling / 

CAsked.only of those' who said they had 
noticed foods with nutrition labels.) 





Percent asked 




, Have ' 


• 


question* 


Have used 


not used 


'All food shoppers -(1,664) 


58% " 


33 


25 


AGE . - 


■ 


• 


/ 


18 - 34 (659) 


72$- 


43 


29 


■ 35-49 (561) 


63% 


32 




50 + (433) " 


45% - 


25 ' 


19 


REGION ' 


1 


> 




norineast 14 ly; 


61% * 


32 


.28 


North Central (463) 


64% 


36 


CI 


South (SI 9) , ■ • 


50% 


28. 




West (263) 


59% 


37 


21 


C>UV/lUtl,UmJnll, STATUS 








Low (545) .y ' ^ 


45% 


"24 




Middle (600) 


64% 


35 


28 


High (519) 


68% 


40 


27 ' V 
✓ 


HUTRITIOH KfiOWLEDGE 








Low (555) 


43% 


22 


20 


Moderate (54^) 


60% 


33 


25 


High (567) , ■ . 


75% 


45 


30 ' 


CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE 








Cow (355) 


26% 


3 


22 


Moderate (834) ' 


58% 


24 


33 


,^Hig)]4475) 


85%/ , 


71 • 


12 


- (Not sure. 


no answer not shown) 
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Shoppers report^lng nutrition labeling on a variety of foods and 
|?everages , ~, ^ ~^ 

Those shoppers who said they had made use of nutrition labeling were 
asked .on which kinds of*foods and beverages they had. made, use bf the. . 
labels. The table below shows the most f^aquejitly mentioned. type of 
food is grain products,, with various kinds of peverages a close second 

. • ' 'Table 21 ' ' 

Foods andlBeverages for Which Nutrition Laibels Have Been Used 

(Asked»only of those who safd they had used nutrition labeling.) 



Nutrition 
Knowledge Score 



Capful 

Shopper Score 



. base: 

Percent asked 
this-'question: 

GRAIN PRODUCTS (br^ad, 
cereal, pasta, rice, 
crackers) 

BEVERAGES (juices, , 
soft drinks, ice tea) 

VEGETABLES 

OTHER FROZEN, PACKAGED,. 
PREPARED FOODS (pudding', 
canned goods, instant 
potatoes^ etc.). 

FRUITS 

HILK AND HkK PRODUCTS 
(milk; cheese, ice cream, 
etc.) ' 



AU food' 

shoppers Low Moderate High- Low ' Medium High 
■(1,664) (5&5) (542) (567) (355) (834) (475) 



33% 22% 



V4% 
10 • 



7 
5 



4 



4 
3 



j3% _m z% 



14% 21% 



10 
9 



8 
4 



9 

10 
8 




24% 71% 



2% 11% 

1 7 

* 6 

* 5 

* ' 4 



4 ■ 4 6 '1 4 

♦ 

in mentions and nailtiple ansvfers) 



30X 

21 
14 



15 
10 

10 
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♦Less than • 



r 



55 / 



As. another measure o'f shoppers '^familiarity with nutrition labeling, 
they \^re asked^if they had ever seen or heart any ads-about nutrition 
labeling, either in newsp^ers of magazines, or on television or radio.' 

Almost six shoppers in ten say they have seen or heard advertising - 
for nutrition labeling. Again, it 4s those shoppers who are in the higher 
socioecononnc groups, have higher nutritio^-lcnowTedge and score higher 
on the careful shopper" score who are most likely to have seen or 
heartf -these ads. 

Table. 22 . / 
Awareness of Nutrition Labeling Advertising 



All food shoppers (1,664) 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 
Low (545) 
Middle (600) 
High {51<9) ' 



Yes,. have. 
seen or heard 

%1% 



63% 
60% 



No, 

have not 

39 



48 
34 
36 



NUTRITION Kf^OWLEOGE 
Lc^ (555) . 
Moderate t542) 
High (567) 



48% 
60% 
65% 



47 
37 
33 



CAREFUL SHOPPER 
Low (355) 
Medium (834) 
High (475) 



(Hot sure, no 



34% 
59% 
72% 

not shown) 
/ 




UNDERSTAflDING OF NUTRITION LABELS 



After shoppers told us abaut their familiarity and experi^ce with 
"nutrition labeling, they were asked to look, at individual >parts of 
the sample nutrition label in terms of their understanding of them. 

Whi>e the entire sample label was still in front of them, 
shoppers^ were handed eight small cards vfhich displayed 
various segments of the information presented on the label. 
They wer^e then instructed to sort the cards on a board 
according to whether or not they urtderstood the infornation 
well enough to use it in making- buying decisions. • • 

.As shown in the table opposite, shoppers did make distinctions among 
the par:ts-of the label in terras of their understanding. Most shop- 
pers say they understand "serying size" or "seirvings per container" 
and "calorie content" well enough to help t|ian make a buying deci- 
sion. All other parts-of the label, with one. exception, were re- . 
ported to be understood by at least half of the shoppers. Sodium 

•content is understood "by onl'y 36% of the shopper?. More detail on 
what i*^ not understood about the items is reported later. 



Tabl£ 23 > 
Undferstanding of. Infonnation on Nutrition Label 



Serving size or servings per 
container 

Calorie content _ 

U.S. RDA 

Protein content {grams) 
Infonnation on fat 
Carbohydrate content 
Cholesterol content 
Sodium content 



All Food Shoppers (1,664) 
Understand 



^ Do not 
understand 



.85% 
82% 
64% 
62% 
58% 
56% 
51% 



36% 



12 
15 

31 

33 

38 

40 

43" 

58 



(Hot sure, no answer- not shown) 



v.. , 

An index was developed based on the questions just reported, >;hich pro- 
vides an overview of shoppers* understanding of the nutriti^ label: 

One point was-'ftyen f<5r each* segjnent of the label <Jhich the . ^ 
shopper says she .(or he) understands well -enough to use in 
making buying' decisions. Shoppers are gr(i^pe3 into three 
groups — ^'highruwderate and low according nHu)w many parts 
of the l2K>el Viey reported as being understood. 

0-3 Low understanding 

4-6 Moderate understanding 

7-8 High understanding 

As shown in-the table opposite, less than half of any of the subgroups 
of shoppers has a "high** understanding of the nutrition label. Even, 
among the shoppers who score high on the "careful shopper" score, only 
45% indicate a good understanding of the information on the label. 

As 'ts true with many of the other knowledge or information tjipe ques- 
tions covered in th4s survey, those with the least amount of under- 
standing of the nutrition information presented on the labels are": 
^/'^ " . • ■ 

• Older shoppers. — * 

t 'Shoppers in the lowest socioeconomic group 
t Shoppers with the least amount of nutrition knowledge 

• Low careful shoppers 
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Table 24 

Nutfition Ubel Understanding Index 

Low Moderate 



High 



- All food shoD'bers f 1*664^ 




. 35 i 


34 


Aut 


f 






1ft - "^4 ffi^Q^ 




* 


32 


- AQ ft^fil^^ 




OU 


37 




0/* 


90 




SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 








uUn 


HO A 


00' 


?4 


M4HHla r fifing 


LI ^ 




35 


ni yn \d\^ j 


L 1 >b 


Of 


45 


NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE 








Low (555) 


472 


■ 32 ■ 


21 


Moderate (542) . 


23% 




-40 


High (567) 


21% 


V 


43. 


CAREFUL SHOPPER * ' 








Low (355) 


\ m 


29 


.22 


' Moderate (834) 


SOX 


38 


33 


High (475) 


19%, 


36 


45 



J 



ERIC 



6'. 



As mentioned before, shoppers were asked to pinpoint what it was about 
, the information presented that they did not understand. For the roost 
part,, shoppers say th^t ft is Either the numbers associated with the 
item -they do not understand, or that none of if is clear to them. 






Note: See page 37 for a prototype of a nutrition label. 



Table 25 



Reasons Why Nutrition Label Information Not Understood 
(Asked only about those items not understood.) 

■ ( • 

^ All food shoppers (1 .664)^ 



Do not understand; 





Percent 
asked 
question 


What^ 
- numbers 
stand fdr 


Meaning 
of words 


Other 


Sodilim contpnt 




1 VfH 


Q 
O 


z 


Cholesterol content 
Carbohydrate content 


43% 
40% 


T 

17% 


4 

4 ■ 


.2 
1 


Information on fat 


38% 


14% 


4 . 


1 


Protein content (grams-^ 


33% 


16% 


V 2 


1 


U.S. RDA 


31% 


8% 




2 


Calorie content 


15% 


4% 


1 


* 

r 


Serving size or servings 
per container 


12% 


2% 


1 


* 




• 

(Hot sure. 


no answer 


not shown) 





ftone 



25 
.?8 
15 
15 
12 
15 
7 




*Less tMn 



50 



Many shoppers are apparently confused as to the meaning of the RDA figures 
shown on nutrrtiop labels ^ ' ~^ 



After looking at the sample nutrition lal>el and answering a series of- 
questions about it as just describedt shoppers were shown a list of 
three possible meanings of the RDA section of the label and asked which 
best describes what "U.S. RDA" stands for. 

About a fourth of^e shoppers (26%) chose the correct statement to describe 
the meaning of U.S. RDA's — "the percent of each vitamin and mineral pro- 
vided by each serving in the container." Over four shoppers in ten believe 
the U.S. RDA figures on the label stand for the "percent of each vitamin 
and'mineral needed each day." 




Cautionary note to reader; 

In examining the finding for this question among subgroups of shoppers, 
one can see that those shoppers who might be expectgit-to select the cor- 
rect meaning- for "U.S. RDft" (see opposite) are evenmore likely than others 
to appear to be misinformed on this issue. This suggests that perhaps 
the question itself was misinterpreted by respondents. For example, 
those shoppers who selected "Percent of each vitamin and mineral needed 
each day" as the correct meaning may have been thinking of the general * 
meaniFj^ of "U.S. RDA" rather than the meaning of the U.S, RDA figures 
shown on the nutrition label. 



r 




Table 25 

» 

Understanding of U,S. Reconinended Daily Allowance Information 



K 



base: 



Percent of esch vitamin and 
mineLral needed ealjj^y 

Percent of each vitamin -and 
mineral provided by each 
serving in the container 

Percent of each vitamin and 
mineral in the container 

Other • 

Don't kn6w 



All food 
shoppers 
(lo664) 

43%. 



Nutrition Knowledge 
Low l^derate -High Yes 

(555) , (542) (567) (1103) 



Reported 
Understanding 
of RDA* 



38% 



42V 



50% 



48S 



No 

(491) 
37% 



26 


* 21 


27 


29 


■ 30 , 


13 


16 , 


12 


21 


15 


17 


16 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 . 


. 2 


14 


.28 


9 • 


5 


4 


27 



V 



**Based on responses to Q; 41. "Yes" answers are those who say they understand 
U.S, RDA information on nutrition labels well enough to help -nake buying deci- 
^sj.ons about food products. 
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Some confusion exists among" food shoppers as to the meraning of open 
gating >-"at least with rfegard to the dates which are stamped on milk . 



Shoppers are fairly everSly divided as to the meaning of the d.ate wfrich 
is stamped on milk:-- seme ihink it is the date by which customers 
should^use the produpt pothers think ^correctly) that it .is the date' 
by which the milk should be sold to 'the ^stomers. Few believe it refers 
to the product pack|ging date. * ^ , 

' *^ * . • 

Shoppers in the high socioeconomic group, jnd those with high 
nutrition knowledge scores a^^i "careful shopper" scores more *' 
. of^en correctly describe the, meaning of tife dates qirmilk. 



T^le 27 

Meaning of Date Stafmped on Milk Conta 



Date by which mi^k • . 
Should^e Should be** Is packaged 




^A]^ food shoppers (1,664) 

SOClCBCDtlOMIC STATyS\ 
Low t545) - ^ 
Middle (600) 
'High'(519) V 

NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE ' 
Low (555 
Moderate' (-542) 
.Hi^h (567.) 

•CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORg 

.L6w (355) 
= Moderatfe (8390w 



Higti (475) 



sold to 
, custodier 

^ ^43% 



userf by 
customer 

38 



fay 
^ai ry 



Not sure 



12 



33^- 


39 


8 


20 


43% 


41 


. 8.; 


8 


56% 


32 


4 


8 


35% 


-.33 ■ ■ 


7' 


" 21 


41% 


41 


9 


.9 


51% >. . 


39 


5 


5 

f 


31% 


^ 32 


11 . 


26 


42% 


*42 


7 


9 


55% 


3^ 


4 


■ 6 



•V / 




ERIC 



69 
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There is much less difference of opinion among ^ food shoppers, however^ 
Stamped 



when expressing their views as to what Kind of -date they would pcefer 
ped on mi 3k container^ '. ' ] 



Over- six food shoppers in ten say they would prefer a date on milk 
which tells them the poi/it by which the milk should be used . About 
a fourth of shoppers would prefer the current meaning of the date. 



: ; -Table 28 

Preference for Mearring of Date Stamped on Hi Ik Container 



Date ty which milk . . 
Should be Should be 



All food shopper-s (1,"664) 

sbciOECONOMrC STATUS 
Low (545)- . ' ' 
Middle fl^O) 
High (519)' • 

NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE y 
Loy (555) 

Moderate *( 542) - 
High (567) ' - * 

C/iREFUL SHOPPER .SCORE " 

Low (35&-)- 
. Moderate (834) * ' 

High (A75) 



sold to' 
customer 

■ 23% 



used by 
customer 

62 



Both 



- No 
opinion 



23% 




8 


1-1 


25% 




8 


5 


m 




8 












23^ • 


./58 


8-. 


11 


24XA 




~* . 9 


.'6 


12% 


67 


8 


•3 










2n 


55 


10 


14 




64 ' 


v7 


6 


24X 


65 


8 r 


3 




ERIC 




^^^^^ 
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EVALUATION OF NUTRITION LABELING 
Uses Made of Nutrition Labe-Hng' *" 

Given the option of using the information on nutrition labels either ^ 
as a shopping aid or as an aid in planning and evaluating individuals'"^ 
oiets, shoppers tend to favor the former. 

'Shoppers were handed an exhibit card containing four statements 
and asked to pick which way they would most likely use the information 
on nutrition labels. , ' 

• " " • To /help plan a better diet — at -home' 

• Roughly ^dd up the nutrients in all the^^ds ^ 
eaten by at person in a day and estimate how close 
the total nutrients eaten come to the 10(5% U,5. ^ 
Recommended Daily Allowances. ' • 

To h^p-qet the best nutritional buys — in the store 

Compare nutritional values of different brands 
of the^'same or similar foods, to see .what ' 
^ nutrients are* in a new product. 

• I would use this information another, way 

^probably won't be using the information on nutrition . 
- - labels too much i ^ > 



About four in ten shopper^ choose "to help get the best nutritional buys 
Almost three in ten would prefer to use the label at home "to help plan 
a better diet." A fifth of the shoppers say th^y probably >i 11 not be 
using nutrition labeliT>g too much and this proportion inci?feases amonq 
certain^ sub-groups: ' \ ^ 

) • 50 years and older .{29% say they will not usi nutrition 
^ ^ (plabeling too much) - , ^ ^ 

t Low socioecortomic group {28%> 
i Low nutrition knowledge grbup (30%) 
. t Lw-group dn "careful shopper" score Y^llL^ 
. r Low group in understanding of the label (38%) 
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T^ble 29 





To help • 
get best 
nutri t ional 
bciys 


To help 
plan 
better 
home diet-^ 


Use 
some 
other 

way 


Will 
not 
use 

too mi 


All food shoppers (1,664) 
* 


42% 


28 




22- 


AGE ^ 
18 - 34 (659) 










47% 


33 


-1. 

t 


15 


35 - 49 (561) 


45% 


29' 


4 


19 


50 + (433) ' 


■ 3/% 


24 


3 


29 


- 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 










Low (545) 


36% 


28 


1 


28 


Middle (600) 


• 44% 


29 


2 


20 


High (519) 


49%- 


28 

V 


. K 


,16 


NUTRITIOfj W(OHLEDGE 


i 




> 




Low (555) 


33% 


25 


2 


30 


Moderate (542) 


45% 


32 


3 


18 


High (567) 


50% 


29 


3= 


16 


aREFUL SHOPPER SCORE 




- 






Low (355) 


26% 


21- 


2 


, 

41 


Moderate (834^) \ 


44% 


30 , 


2 < 


, 20 




52% 

* 


32 


5 


" 9 


UMDERSTAtib'lNG OF LABEL 










Low (482) 


33% 


18 


2 


38 


Moderate (615) . 


48% 


3.1 • 


2 


15 


High (567) 


. 45% 


34. 


■ 5 ' 

1 


J-4^ 



(Not sure, no a'nswer not shown) 



While shoppers wbe- say they probably won't be using nutrition laBeling too 
much do not fociis on any given reason why, the mst frequently mentioned 
reasons seem to^sugg^st a simple lack of interest in applying this new 
information to established shopping patterns. For instance, some shop- • 
pers'say they have a pattern of food buying and will not change it' re- 
gardless of what information is presented on the food labels. Following 
are some comments which illustrate shoppers* views: 

Won't Change Buying/ Eating Habits 

I one of those/p^pl^ who buys what enjoy eating 
and never looksj at pria% or reads laiele. I kziow what 
I like^ after ^sfiopping for^^.^-ten years. 

. J ' — ^J/ 
{ Because we cpoh the sane things all the time and are ' 
• used to the same food. wonH ohmige. 

Because I don^z change mi eating habits and don't 
feelyjjiat I would benefit from nutritional labeling. 
I ,yhcst see or need something I l.ike and buy and veru 
setdo^. read the label. *. 




No Interest 



Really not interested. 

Well, I am alone, arid I eat very little and feel 
don't need this tyv^ of information, - , ^ 

Because I don't rxiv attention to it. 



Don't Understand Them 



Because, I really can't say I understand ^^very p^l. 

Too much x^ording. Tdo compliaated\ * 

/ I don't understand that mcch about it 4 ^ 

I've never used it before sp I figure it's kind of 
a ii^2^%'£if'i;ogjj>2sh. It iakes g scientist or medibal 
man to be ame to understwtd all- those labels. 



r 
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Table 30 * 
- Reasons 'for Not Using Nutrition Labeling 

(Asked only of those who ^td^they .probably 
would not make iDuch use of t^bel irtformatloh- ) 

■ All food shoppers (1 ,664-) 




. Percent asked 

♦ 

•WON'T CHANGE HA6ITS {I buy food I'm 
used to .buying j'^Hon't be changing my . 
way of buying) ' ' 

NO INTEREST {Not important to me) 

DON'T UflOERSTAND THEH (Too complicated) 

TAKES TOCf KUCH TIME {Don't have^he 
patience to analyze each detail) 

NO NEED/ALREADY. KJiOWLEDGEABLE {I feel 
I balance my meals now) 

DON 'T BUY FOODS WITH NUTRITIOfiAL 
LABELING {Buy fr-esh meats and produce) 

NO SPECIAL DIETARY NEEDS 

CAN GET BALAfiCED KEALS WITHOUT -{Such 
a variety of foods available you get 
your normal nutrition anyhow) 



OTHER 



NO "ANSWER 



(Multiple answers) 



22% 



3 

2t 

2 
2 

1 

\ 




i 



When rating tho$e items on the nutrition .labely^ifh they understand, 
shoppers tend to say each of the types of information is at least 
"Important." Very few shoppers say an item is "not important -at all/* 
(See,tabl.e opposite.) 

The table bel<A/ shows the data in a somewhat different manner. Just 
taking the opinions of those shoppers who say they understand an item 
again indicates a tendency, to rate each^as at least "important." In 
dichotomizing the four point scale, there are only three itCTs which 
are not rated in the top half of the scale by at least two-thirds of 
shoppers—- carbohydrate content, serving size and sodium content.- 
Almost three-fourths of those who said they understand the information 
on protein content value this information. 



Table 31 



Importance to those who said 





Base 


Very important, 
important 


Somewhat, 
not at all 
important 


P]^otein content (grams) 


{1€32) 




26 


Calorie content 


(1364) 




32 ' 


Information on fat 


( 965) 




3.1- 


Cholesterol content 


( 849) 


S6% 


32 


U.S. RDA 


(1065) 


6S% 


32 


Carbohydrate content 


( 932) 


en ^ 


38 


Serving size or servyigs 
per container 


(1414) 


^ 57% 


42 


Sodium tontefit 


( 599)- 


SS% 


■ 44 



(No opinion, no answer not shbwn) 

<r. ■ 



Table 32 

Importance of Nutritio n Label * Information in Making 
Buying Qe^4sions 

(Asked only about those items which are said to be understood.) 

An food shoppers '(U664) 

Percent - Not 

! . asked Very • Somewhat important 

- ' ' question important Important important at all 



Serving size or 



servtegs per container 


85^ 


24% 


25 . 


21 


14 


Calorie content 


82% 


28%. 


'Zl 


ie 


10 


U.S. RDA 


64% 


20% 


22 


■ 14 


6 


Protein content (not 
RDft) 


62% 


24% 


Z-M 


12 


5 


Infonnation or fat 


58% 


21% 




U 


6 


Carbohydrate content 


56% 


16% 


17 


15 


6 


Cholesterol content 


51% 


20% 


14 


11 


6 


Sodiun content 


36% 


11% 


9 


, 9 ■ 


7 



^ 



(Ho opinion, no answer not shown) 
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Assessing th e Nutrit ion Label 
? — 

Shoppers were aske4 to make a comparison between the^nformation pre- ' 
sented on a nutrition label and other kinds of information which might 
be included on food packages: ' recipes and further information on making 
a well -balanced meal . 

When comparing thfi valup of nutritinn infnrnw tinn ;^g;^'!n<;t fh.p vaIiip nf 
recipes fdr us^nq the food products shoppers favor the nutrition infom^:- 
tion. About one in six, however, either say they would like both types 
of information or would prefer recipes-. 

Once again, it is those who know the most about nutrition, those who 
are the more "careful" shoppers and those who understand the label 
best who show a strong preference for nutrition label information.^ . ' 

Table 33 



Prefer nutrition labeling, or soT^e recipes for using 
the food inside the package . 





Nutrition 
Labeling 


Recipes 


Both 


Neither 


No 
opinio 


An food ShODDers (1,664) 


S8% 


* 

17 


16 


4 


5 


NUTRItVon KLNarfLEXE 












Low (555) 




21 


15 


8 


10^ 


Hoderate (542) 




15 


19 


2 


4 


High (567) 


69% 


14 _ 


15 


1 


1- 


CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE 












Low (355) 


39%'- 


23 . 




11 


16 


f(Oderate (834) 


^8 


19 


I 


✓ 

. 3 


X 2 


• High (475) . 


70 


10 


"16 


.1 


3 


UNDERSTANDING OT' LABEL 












Low (482) 


40? ■ 


26 


14 


9 


11, 


Moderate (615) 


61% 


17 


17 


2 




High (5j57) 


70% 


TO 


16 


2 . 



When comparing current findings with those from the 1973' study, there 
tends ^0 be less preference for nutrition information now and more desire 
for either recipes or for both kinds of information^ . 

1973 food shoppers {1,500) 

79? prefer nutrition labeling 
9% pnefer rKipes 
6* Say both 
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On theother hand, when the choice is between nutrttion information 
and "help in making well-balanced meaTs using the food product plus 
other thih'gs, support for nutrition labels loses ground among shoppers. 

• # 

those who score high on the three indices (knowledge, shop- 
"ab^l understanding), shoppers are fairly evenly divided as 
of information they would prefer. The high scor-ers gen-"'^ 
nutrition labeling information. 




Table 34 



Prefer nut ri tion Tnfomation shown or information -on 
what other foods to serve with the one in the pa ckage 
in order to maKe a well-bala nrpd moai '~ 



Nutrition 
labeling 



Balanced 
'meal 



All food shoppers (1,664] 

NUTRITION nmumi 

Low (555) 
Moderate (542) 
High (567) 

CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE 
Low (355) 

Moderate (834)' * 
High (475) 

UHDERSTAfiDIfiG OF UBEL 
Low (482) 

Poderate (615) ' , 
High (567) 

*Less than .5% 







t 


42% 


37 


)2 


31? 


6h 


13 


43 i 


40 


12 


53% 


35 


10 


24% 


39 


10 


40% 


41 


13 


58? 


29 


11 


^% 


40 


• 10 


44% 


40 


11 


50? 


3i 


14 









No 

Both Neither opinion 



8 
1 

1 



10 
3 



8 
2 
2 



12 
4 
1 



17 
3 
2 



12 
3 
3 



This year's findings- orr this question diffeY sharply from 1973 in that 
th^re is a substantially smaller proportion of shoppers who say they 
prefer nutrition label tnformation over aid in balancing meals. 

• ■ . 1973 food shoppers (1.500) 

54% preferred nutrition^ 1 abeling 
20* preferred balanced meal information 
, , < 8% wanted both ' 
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Many shoppers say that they would make use of the nutrition label in- 
formation when evaluating a new product for the first fcime" 

Not Surprisingly, the higher shoppers score on the three indices most 
related to their use and understanding of tM labeling (knowledge 
score, "ca'reful shopper" sqore,^ and degree to which they understand 
the label), the more likely they are to say they would make use of 
the nutrition information to choose a new product. . 

Table 35 

Would you make use-ef this kind of label as a way 
to decide about buying this ne^^bran^ ^ - 

' Yes No ^ Not Sure 



All food shoppers (1,664) 


. 72% 


17 


11 


NUTRITION lamEDGE 








Low (555) 


. 60% 


21 . 


' 19 


Moderate (542) 


7S% 


15 


10 


High (567) 


811 


13 


6 


CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE 








Low (355) 


_ 48% 


30 


22 


Moderate (834) 


73% 


16 


n 


High (475) 


'■ 86% 


7 


7 










UNDERSTAND4i& OF LABf L 








Low (48^ 


' 54% 


25 . 


21 


Moderate (615) 


75% 


15 


10 


High (567) 


.'84% 


11 


5 



A similar proportion of shoppers in 1973 «aid they would use the nu- 
trition label to help evaluate a new product: 

1973 food shopp'eys (1.500) 

' 75% "yes" wot/ld use 
• . 15% "no" wouSd not - 

■ 10% "not su/e" -^^ 
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In terms of shoppers' perceptions of the benefits nutriti^ 
mjght have for them, most shippers see at least some val ue ifiT^ 
Tabelinq. 



beling 



While about s fifth of the shoppers either say nutrifioff^abeli 
ing will have no benefit for than or have no opinion about it^^ 
third say it will have a little benefit and 45% say they will? 
receive quite a bit of benefit from the labeling. 1 

The more a shopper knows about nutrition, the higher the score on the 
"careful shopper" index, and the better a shopper understands the labels, 
the more likely she (or he) is to feel the labeling will be a benefit. 

Table 36 




Amount of benefit homemaker spps 


deriving 


from 


nutfi - 


tion labenmj. 


• 








• 




A 




No 




yi bit 


little 


None 


1 1 1 i U 


All food shoppers (1,664) 


( 45% 


33 


12 


10 


NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE 










Low (555) 


32% 


34 


19 


15- 


Moderate (5^2) 


50% 


33 


9 


8 


High (567) 


55% 


33 


7 


5 


CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE 










Low (355) 


23% 


40 


23 


14 


Moderate (834) 


44% 


36 


11 


9 


High (475) 


64% 


25 


. 4 


7 


UNDERSTANDING OF LABEL 










Low (482) 


27% 


35 


24 


14 


Moderate (615) 


51% 


35-- 


6 


8- 


. High (567.).-' ■ 


■ 55% 


* 30 


7 


8 



There has been a decline in the proportion of shopper\wh"b feel they' 
will benefit "quite a bit" from nutrition labeling sinde the 1973 survey. 

1973 food shoppers (1,500) 

52% quite a bit of benefit 
, 35% a little benefit 
10% no benefit 
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• 

TujA-+hirrfc nf ir\c\(\ <:hnnnpr<; sav thev would be willinQ to pay something 






for nutrition labeling on food containers* 


• 


• 


A questioning techniqueVised in the baseline study which was found to * 
be useful in measuring shoppers* overall, response to nutrition labeling 
was repeated in this study^ 


• 




First, respondents were asked if they would be willing to psiy 
30^ a. week nwre on their overall food bill in order to'have 
nutrition labeling. People willing^to pay 30^ more were asked . 
if theyvwould be willing to pay 50$ more a week. People un- 
willing to pay 30$ more were asked if they would be willing 
, to pay 10$ more. {These amounts were judgmental. The pur[fose 
of the questions was not-to;find out how much shoppers* would 
really be willing to pay, but to get scnne idea of their level 
of. commitn^nt to this kfnd of labeling.) 






• The findings for all food shoppers:" 






40% willing- to pay 50$- more each week 
16% witling to pay 30$ more each week 
9% willing' to pay 10$ more each week 
34% not willing to pay anything ^ . 




ft: 


The table on the next page profiles shoppers in terms of their willingness 
to pay the maximum amount stiggested (50$) vs. unwillingness to pay any- 
thing for nutrition labeling. Attitudes toward nutrition labeling, as 
measured by this question, do vary considerably by population subgroup. 
Those greups most favorably inclined toward the labeling include: 






• y6unger shoppers 

* • shoppers in the higher socioeconomic groups 

• shoppers who score higher on the nutrition knowledge 
quiz and the "careful shopper" score , 

» shoppers who report 'a clearer understanding of the label 

... ^ 


• 


As ^s-the case on similar evaluation questions, comparing the response 
'levels from 1973 and 1975, a.decline in the interest in nutrition label- 
ing is indicated. Few people are willing to pay as much as 50^ for 

nutrition labeling this year, and conversely, more are unwilling to 

pay anything. ■ ' ' 






. 1973 food* shoppers {1,500) ' 






48% willing to pay 5D^ * - 
1955 willing to pay 30^ 
- ' 8% willing to pay mi 

Z5% not willing to/pay anything 




EM 


■ / ' \ ■ 










*- T^e 37 

Background Characteristics of Food Shoppers WfTling to Pav 
50^ a Week for Nutrition Labeling, and Food ShopDers~Not 
' wming to Fay Anything for It . ~ — — 

Willing to pay weekly .'. 
50(f - 

r ) — 

All food shoppers (1,664) 40X 

AGE - 

18 - 34 (659) ' 51% ■ 22r 

35 - 49 (561) 4335 ' 33^ 

50 + (433) . 30X 45^ 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

j-ow (545) ' 26« 47% 

Middle (600) 46% 31% ' 

High (519)- 52% 24% 

NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE - • . 

Low (556) ■ 25% - 49X 

Moderate (542) 44% ^ ^2% 

High (567) 54% 21 X 

CAREFUL SHOPPER SCORE 

Low (355) 26% 52% 

Moderate (834) • " 40% 33 X 

High (475) S2% 24% 

UNDERSTANDING OF LABEL 

Low (482) 26%. ■ 47% 
Moderate (615)^ ^ 27% 

"i9h (567) 48% "^6% ' 



Example of hovi to read table: 51% of t4' 18-34 age group would be 
willing to pay 50^ a week for nutrition labeling: 22% of the 18-34 
age group would not pay anything for nutrition labeling. 
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. CHAPTER -SUMMARY 

. Almost six foQd shoppers inaen*(58%) say they have seen nutrition 
labels on food 'products . , ^> ' 

0 

Over half of the shoppers who have natited nutriti'Qn" /- 
^. ' labeling on food products say tiiey have made use of * . • 
them in choosing some of the foods or beverages they 
' Jouy. (In other words, a third of all shoppers say 
'•they hgve usefl. nutrition labeling.) ^ , 

* * * * * 

^ Younger shoppers and those in the higher socioeconomic . 
groups are more likely to have used nutrition labeling. 

to questions about a. sample nutrition label, about 
^ a third of the shoppers (34%) say they understand at le^st se\(fri 
of the eight components of the label whicb were studied. 

AnotHe}>^thi r,d of the shoppers (35%). say they understand-' 

f.our,>/ive or six of the laVeTs components, and, 31% 

report understanding only three or fewer parts of the 
- label.- . 

- Specifieally, the proportion of shoppers who say they understand each 
part of lEhe label is ^follows: . ' " 

Serving size or^servirtgs 85% understa/id Avell enough to 

per cbntainer hejp ina-ke buying decisions 



Calorie tontent - 321 

U.S. ROA , • • 64%- . * 

Protein content (gr&ms) '62% - ' ^ . 

\lnfonnation on fat 58% 

:arbohydrate ^content 56^ 

fcHoie^teroJ content * - .5 




Sodium content . "36^^ 
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3. .When presented with 3 choice pf .two ways to use nutrition "la'bel .infor- 

• * mation — either as a shopping or purchasing aid,, or as- an aid in - ' 

plann-ing and , evaluating individuals' diets,, shoppers are nx5re likely 
. ..to prefelr the- former: " '-^ " * " " . 

" • ^ Forty -two percent of shoppftps say they would most likely 
. use Nutrition .label i nfomatiqix^-to- help them g*et 'the best 
nutritional buys in the store.. 'Twenty-eight percent, say 
*■ the main way they would use nutritioh'^abeV informat ton sj- 
is to help plai) a better diet .at'^iomfe. . ' • 

About a fifth {22X), "however ,-^sa3r they probably will not 
' be using nutrition. labeling too much.- . . 

- ' ' ' ' .• ' ' • ; 

4. Fodd shoppers tend to rate all of tRe^nutniticJi^ label information' 
>/hich.they understan^as important to them i!i mafj<ing. buying decisions. ^ 

* / • • . . . / ■ ■ ' • 

5. * When asked to choose' between nutrition labeliTjg and otJier kinds of 

information which might be presented on food' packages, shoppers' re- 
actions are mi^ed: • " ^ *\- . _ 

• Shoppers strongly prefer nutrition information (582) 
" over recipes (17^). , • • . • 

t Shoppei^ are divided in choosing between nutrition 
■ labeling (422) and information' on making a. well 
■balanced meal with the food in the package (372). 

6. Nevertheless; almost three-fourths of shoppers' (722) say they would 
use nutrition information to help decide whether to buy a new brand 
for the first time, and most shoppers. (782)-f$$l that they- would 
Yeceive at least a little benefit from nutritionj^beling. In addi-- 
tion, two-thirds of shoppers (662) say they woura be willing to pay 
something for nutrition labeling on food containers.* 

' . 'However, ..support for and interest in nutrition labeling 
has slackened somewhat since 1973. 

7. Related to shcfpper^' "understanding and use of nutrition label infer-.- 
mation, is their understanding of the meaning of open dating. For the 
purposes of the survey, one^example of open dating was used ~ dates 
stamped on milk containers. ^ * • ^ • 

' While about four shoppers in ten (432) th4nk correctly 

that the' date stamped on. milk refers to the date by which 
" the product should b* s61d to the customer, almost the 
» ." "s^me pr6portion (38?)- incorrectly thinks it is the date 

• by which the milk should be used by the customer. ..Regard- 
• .less of what they think A% the current meaning of the>date • ■'^ 

• , . stamped orimilk, oyer six shoppers in ten (622) would pre-, 
■ far that it refer to the date by wljjch the milk should be - ^ 

use(l by the customer. • . . 
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Other Food -Re la ted Beliefs and- Household Practices 



Food shopper concept of owrt heaJth 
and diet of househOd members 



- Consumption of vitctmins 

- Weight-related issues 

- Shopping p3tterns 



4 . 



PERCEPTIONS OF HOUSEHOLD HEALTH • 

Eight shoppers in ten b.el ievejj^lr. own health Is at-least ^j^^Q^ " . 

When food ^shoppers are aske4 to rate their own health, 82% sal it is 
either '"excellent" (25=*), "very good" (29%) or "good" <28%).. /l-ess than 
a fifth of respondents (17%). rate- their healtff as eithe?\;f^r" or "poor 

.. ' , As might be expected, older shoppers are more like>jc.^than 
younger 'shoppers to rate their health as fair or poor: ■ 



■1 



\ 



Table 38 • 

Self -Rati n'q of Present Healtn 

Excellent, 
very good 

All food shopper-s (-1 ,664) 54% 

Age . 



Fair, • 



Good poor 



23 



17 




66% 


24 


- 8 








57% 


29 . 


12 


42,% 


30 


. 26 



71 



A sabstantial majority of food shoppers bel'ieve- that all members of 
their househo.^d get a weM-faaTanced dieE 

About eight shoppers in ten (795) sayUhat all members of t\\eir house- 
hold ar-e getting a we.ll-balaoced diet. About one-fifth {18X) say that 
^someone" or "no one" gets a well'-balanced diet in their household. 

Older shoppers believe that' other membei^ of their household are getting 
balanced diets more than do younger Choppers. As discussed^ on the next 
page, this is probably a factor of not having young children or teen- 
agers in the home. / 



Table 39 



Food Shopper Perception Household Diet 



All fo^ shoppers (1 ,664) 
AGE • ' ' 

18 - 34, (659) ■ 

35 -.49 (561) 

50 t.{433) ' • * ' 



"Everyone getting 
we ll-balanced diet 

,79% 



75% 

« 

741 
86% 



Someone/no one 
getting well-balanced diet 

- 18 



23 
22 



X 



12 



{NO answer, not sure not shown) 



jhese findings -are. b^sijcaTly ccxnparable to those jvf-the 1973 survey. 

' ^ ^ '1973 f»&d shoppers (A 500}" * ^ 

75% igveryone getting baTanced diet . ^ - 
22% someone not getting balanced ,difet ' • * 
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Fifteen percent, of shoppers sajd that someone in their household. was not 
getting' a well-balanced diet, and they were asked who ."and why. 



As mentioned previously, those shoppers who are most likely to 
have young children and/or t^eriagCrs at ho^ne {under age 50) tend 
to cite these family members asTiot getting-a well-balanced diet. 



Table 4.0 

House)foid Mgnber Not Getting a Well-Balanced Diet 




base: 



Sonieone not getting a 
balanced diet 

Homemaker 
Pre-teen/t:hild 
Husband/ spouse-' , 
Teenage son 
Teenage daughter 
Baby 

Elderly person 
Other 



well- 



All food . 




AGE 




shoppers 


18-34 






{l,664r 


(659) 


(561) 


(433) 


]S% 


20% 


- m 




5% 


7% 


3% ■ 


5% 


4 


6 


5' 




3 


5 


2 




' 2 


1 


6 


1 


'2 • 


1 


6 


1 . 


1 


2 


' 1 




1 




* 


•1 


1 • 


2 


* 


' 1 



(imiltiple responses) 



There is no consensus on the reason why a household menber is not 
getting a wel 1 -balanced di£\: Five percent of shoppers say that the 
person is a- fussy elter and hard-to^please. (See table opposite). 

In another question concerjifnahousehald- health,* shoppers were asked 
if 'anyone in their household hSU an allergy or ott)er prob-lem which re- 
quired a •special diet. Three- fou7lh&-Af food" shoppers say no one jn 
their hoDsehold-has such a problen, whi)e 231 report ha-vinq a house- 
hold member whose health requires a .special diet, e.g., for diabetes, 
hypertension, or allergy. The only subgroup difference^n this ques- 
tion, -as might be expected, is due to age. Older shoi^fers are rrore 
likely to have sojneone with a special dietary problem in their house- 
hold. ■ ' * 

■ \ 



♦Less than .5X. 



Table 41 \^ \ . " 

Reasons for Household Member ftot Getting a Well-Balanced Diet 



. . |ase: 
Someone not getting a well-balanced diet 

Fussy feater, hard-to-please 

Is away from hme too mch to 
get the right kinds of food 

Doesn't eat enoifgh • 

Does too much snackihg, no appe- 
tite,.no appeti'te left at ir^eals 

/ Only likes foisds trik aren*t 
. * good' for' you^ - ^• 

Only likes, sweet foods , 

On fi reducing tjiet, ^ • « 

^ Other 



All fobd 
shoppers 

1,664. 

15 5? ' 

3' 

2 
2-' 



1 
1 
4 



(multifile responses) • 



V 




0 



r 
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OTHER HEALTH RELATED ISSUES - VITAMIiNS AND DIETING 



About half of all food shoppers report vitamin usage in their households. . 

There are differences among slfopger subgroups in terms of ^lousehold. vita- 
min consumption:. 

f There is more reported vitamin consumption among the youngest 
segment of the shopper population than among older shoppers, 

'f Vitamin coftsunption increases with socioeconomic status. 

§ Blacky are less likely to report vitamin consumption .in 
the ir^ouseholds th^i^-^^ others. > 



In 1973, a socnewhat greater p't^gortion of shoppers reported household 
vitamin consumption. • . ' 

1973 food shoppers (1,500) 

_ . 54%_sc>meone .ta)ce( vitamins^ _ _ _ . 

' '-^ ' ' 46| no one takes \itamins^ 



Table- 42 



Differences in Vitamin jConsumption by 'Subgroups 



All food shoppers (1,664) 

AGE^ / 
" 18 - 34 (659)' 

35 - 49 (561 ) . 

50 + (4331 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

Low (545) 
■ Middle (600) j 

-Kigh {51-9,)-- ' — ^- 

RACE 

White/other (1,485) • 
.Black (177) , 



Someone in 
■ household 
• takes 
vitaming 



44'J 
44S 



52% 

482 
372 



(No answer not shown)' 



No one take 
vitamins 



46' I 
54 V 
56 

61 
47 
48 




\ 
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In households where vitamins are, consumed » it is the hc^oeniaker who rn^ st 
frequently takes them > ~ 1 

Spouses are reported next most ffeqbently as takitig 'Vitamins. 
Younger children are reported as taking vitamins more-^^ften 
than teenagers • • . '"'v 



fable 43 



Reported Vitamin Consumption by. Household Keaber 



base: 

« • 

'Someone in household .takes 
vitamins: 

.--^ysel^ (food ^^per) 
Spouse 

P're- teen childCr^h) 

Baby ^ 
' -Teenage son(s)- ^ 
. . Teenage 'daughter(s) " 
Elderly person 



Other 



.All •f(Oo;J 




AGE 




shoppers 


18-34 


35-49 


50 + 


(1,664) 


(659) 


(5&1) 


(433 


/ 








471 


53% 


■ 441_ 


44% 


• 32% 


345; 


36% 


35% 


16 


14 


17 


17 


11 


21 


14 


1 


6 


16 




0 


3 


1 


3 


2 


4 . 


1 


10 


2 


. 2 . 


* ' 


1 


3 


2 


*3 ■ 


1 


3 



(multiple responses) 



The nain purpose of vitamin consurpption is to "play it safe." i^ithin 
each^^roup of household members the. majority is reported to take vita- 
mins'for this reason. Fewer shoppers say that someone in their house- 
hold takes vitaiiins for a dietary jieed. 



Myself (food shopper) 
*SpQuse 

Prejteen child(ren) 
Baby 

Teenage son{s) 
^ Teenage daughter(s) 
Elderly person 
^ther 



Take 
vitamins 

321^ 

•16%\ . 
11% V 

• 6% 
3% 
4% 
2% 
2% 



Play it- -pietary 
safe ^eed 



17 
11 
9" 

3 

-■ 3 
3.1 



10 
4 
1 

1 

* 

1 

1 

* 



(Bpth, Not sure not shown) 



*4.ess than .5%; 
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Almost six food shoppers in ten (57%) say that someone in thefr household 
is trying .to gain or lose weight . . I 



Kost frequently, it is the shopper who is. trying to lose «r gain 

weight. Four shoppers-in terf say that they are trying to lose^wetght, 
while 4% are trying to gain. About 
trying to lose weight. 



one -fifth of spouses are reportedly 



Y 



T^ble 44 *^ 

Household Members Kho/Are Reportedly Trying to Gain' or ^to Lose 
Weight* ' - \ ~" 



All food shoppers (1,664) 
Hyself 

Spouse ^ 

Teenage daughter 
« 

Teenage son 
Pre-teen child - 




trying to' 
lose 



41?. 

m 

5% 

n 



Trying to 
^gain , 

4 

4 

1 

1 

1 



The hon^maker and spouse are the most frequently reported dieters, across 
all age groups. Teenage dieters are mentioned more often by shoppers in 
the 35-49 age group than by sfK)ppers in other ^ge categories. * 
p 

Ta^ 45 

Household htemfaers Who Are^Trying to Lose Height 
By Age of Respondent* 



' base: 
Myself (honemajcer) 
Spous^^ 

Teenage daughter 
Teenag? son 
Pre-teen child / 



18-34 
(659) 

m 

20 
1 

1 

2- 



35-49 50 + 



(561) 
. 42% 
. 20- 
13 
4 
1 



(433) 

- 4 

I 

2" 



When asked whether this dietirig is being done under a doctor's care, a 
niajority in each case says no. 



*Main H|ntions. 
**Less than ..5%. 
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3. FOOD SHOPPING PAHERNS 



Over half of food shoppers (55%) do their marketing once a week, while 
one-fourth say they go with more frequency, and one -fifth, go less often, 
Six shoppers in ten say they made a list before doing their most recent 
grocery shopping, and about seven in ten (68%) say they read ads for 
specials before going to the" store the last time. 



Tible 46 
■ Shopping Behavior 

* • 

. All food shoppers 

base: (1,664) 

FREQUENCY OF FOOD SHOPPIfiG 
Every day or nearly every day • 



6% 



Twice a week 

Once a week 

Less -than once a week 

Other * \ 

MADE A LIST BE^RE SHOPPING 
"Yes, made a list- 
No, did not*inake^ list 

, READ ADS'BEFOrT SHOPPING 
Yes, read- ads for specials 
•i, waited until got to store 



18 

55 
18 ■ 
2 

&n 

37 

68% 
32 



(Not sure not shown) 



The overall shopping* patterns -reported on this '^ge are similar to those 
reported in "1973, except that there has. been an eight percent increase 
in shoppers reporting that they readostore ads for specials befope their 
most recent food Chopping trip. ' . . 
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Three-fourths of shoppers say they looKed^for dates oh products the 
last time tf^y did^ their food shopping, and over four jn ten say they 
checked the list df ingredients on a food product. 

Of the respondents who did not check ingredients on a food pro- _ ' 
duct the last time, they went grocery siiopping, over half (32^) 
did check ingredients at some previous time. This increases to 
78% the proportion of shoppers who have checked ingredients at one 
time or another. 

Of the 63% of shoppers who say the store where they do their grocery' 
shopping shows unit pricing, two- thirds (41 X) say that they looked for 
the unit price on sofne Uem during their most recent grocery shopping 
experience. 

Table '47 

Reported In-Stere Behavior^ 

^ ' All foo^ shoppers 

base: (1,664) 

LOOKED FOR DATE ON PRODUCTS 
- Yes, looked for date ^ 7S% 

No, did not . Z2 

USED UNIT PRICING 

• Store^shws unit pricing 63% ^ 

Yes, looked for unit price , 4U ^ 

No, did not-^ , ' 20 . ^ . 

CHECKED LIST OF INGREDIENTS [ 
Yes, checked list of ingredients^ 4&^ 
No, did not 52 

Have checked before 32%. 
Have not checked before > 17 

(Not sure not shown) ^ • 

Since 1973, more Shoppers report u^ing open dating informatioR^ prob- 
ably due to the increased availability of this information. 

^ 1973 food shoppers (1 ,500) 

57% yes, looked for date ' 
42^ no, did not 



/ 
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An index of shopping behavior was developed which groups shopperwctord- 
ing to their shopping style. Some shoppers, for example, seem to have a 
more systematic approach to grocery shopping, while others are more 
■casual about this task. The .tenn "careful shopper" in the context of 
this score refers to a systematic approach to shopping. 



The inclex comes from several sources; 



T ppint — made a list before last main shopping 

- \ 

1 point -- read- ads for specials at home before last 
main shopping 

m 

1 point-- chefked list of ingredients on cans or 
packages either last time did main food 
shopping or "ever" 

1 point looked for unit price last time in store 

1 point looked for open dating l^st time did main 
food shopping 
< 

1 point — have used nutrition -latels before (Q. 38) 



'% of 
Shoppers 

62%- 
68% 

41% 

75%, 
33% 



Choppers- were grouped as follows: 

Low score 0-2 points ' ^ 

Medium score*--'3 or 4 points 
- ^ - High score 5 or 6 points 

The table on the next page shows the subgroups in Mhich occur the main 
differences among srhoppers on this score:' 

f Women shoppers score higher than men 

• y\ 

f Shoppers in the middle or .high socioeconomic groups score 
'tiigher than those in the low grbjip , * 

• ^As nutrition knowledge increases, so does a shopper's 'score 
on thi^ index. 
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Table' 48 
Careful Shopper Score . 
Low V Medium 



All(food siiopperSj(l^.;§^4-) 

SEX V ■ -. 

. Female^ (1^298) '; 
Male J 366) . '. ' 

SOCIOECONOMIC 5TATUS 
Low (545). /' 

\ -.Middle (6CfO) ' 
High (519) ; 

'nutrition KNO'rfLEDGE 

* 

Low (S55) 

•Moderate. (542) " ' 
• High (567) * * 



High- 



22% 


50 ' 


28 . 




»»i /V 

20% 


50 


30 




' 32% 


48 . 

V 


20 




34%. 


46 ' 


• 20 




s 1.6%' 


53 " 


31 




"14% 


50 


36. ■ 




32% ; 


48 


< 

.20 




21% ^ 


• 49 


30 


i 


12% 


■ 53- 


35 






i 



■ V 



L', 



■«»■ 

ERIC 



82' 



Shoppgfs^ were asked whether^they had jnade ^hy changes 1-n their shop- 
ping behavior. over the past year ^ and aTmost half (46%) said thfey have . 



•\ 

c Previously it was shown that interest in ads and specials ^late<j to 
forod shopping has incf^ased, The table below shows that among shoppers^ 
reporting ^ change ifi their shopping -patterns over the past year, many 
say they are watching for specials' and/or usir/g coupons, buying less . 
sweets and snacks and less meat. 

Those shopp'prs who fall into the higher ranges of the "careful shopper" 
score ^re;fnore apt to be making changes in their shopping behavior. 



Table. 49 , . 
Changes In Shopping-Behavior Over the Past Year 

"Careful Shopper" Score 



base: 



All food 
shoppers 

(1,664) 



Yes 



Watch specials/use coupons 
Buy les5« sweets/snacks 
Using less me,at 
Buying chearper outs of meat 
lUse less prepare?! foods 
Use store brands 
Change In family composition 
Other. ^ * 



No 



Low . 

(355) 



Medium 
(8341 



Hi^h 
(475) 



46% 


32% 


48% - 


•56% 


15% 


' 10% 


14% 


22% 


13 


6 


14 


17 


12. 


, • 8 


IE 


14" 


10 


8 


• 10 


12- 


7 


^ ■ 3 \f' 


7 


• 9 


5 


2 


5 


8 


3 


■ 9 


16 




16 


9-- ' 


16 


■l\ 


52 


65 ■ 


52 


43 



(^jltiple responses; not sure, not' shown) 
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CHAPTER SU^WARY 



l^^tl«r majority of food 'shoppers (82%) rate their health as "excellent," 
^very good," or "good." A similar proportion {79%) aiso believe that 
&n members of their household get a well-balanced dl^^t. About dne 
•shopper In six says sorteone in the household 1$ 'not getting a well- 
balanced diet. ' ' ' ' y 

Older shoppers ar^e more likely to rate heir own health as ^ 
. "fair" or "poor" than younger shoppers.. Nevertheless, ol^r 
shoppers are more likely to believe everyone in^tbeir hprfise- - 
hold is getting a. well-balanced diet, > - ^ 



2. In households where so^neone is b^lie^^ed not to be get^g'a well- 
balanced diet, there is not one family member type c0is1stently . 
cited by hpmemakers nor is there any one reason g1/€n for that 
person not getting a# well -balanced diet. / 

3. About half <.47l)'oVfood shoppers repprt thatXome<ine An their house- 
hold takes 'vitamins, 'and respondents ifcst fjp^qu^ntly say tnat they, 
themselves, are the vitamin consumer in th4 hpusehold. In most cases 
vitamins are taken as a precautionary -mg/sur*, and not for any par- 
ticular dietary ne^Jp 

4. 'Forty-gtne gercent of food- shoppers jfeport they ?re trying to lose 
weight, awhile only 4? say they a'r^rying to gain.. In fact, 
iN)f homemakers report t+iat someonjrin their household is tryma to 
gain or lose weight. Few say tjte dieting Is being done under a 

' dootor^'s xare. / 



/ 



5. The majority of fo/d shoppejjl do thein shopping once .a week (55?.), 
made at list befon^ their 1/st food shopping (62%), and read ads for 
specials before /hopping /68%). Three-fourths saj^ they looked for 
dgtes on products durinartheir last sh(ipping, and about four in ten 
say they looked for.unU pricing (41X) or checked a list of ingredi- 
ents (46%) at/ that tim^. . • ' i w 

6. About half /46%) of /ood shoppers also s^y they' made some sort, of 
change In /heir foo/ sJiopi)ing behavoor over the last year, and 

* these char(ges minjy include watching specials and using coupons, 
buying less sweet/or snacks, using less meat, a-nd buying cheaper 
cuts of ,4eat. - /f • ' ^ 

/ --^ ■ ■ ■ • 
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Guide to Statistical Significance, of Survey Results • 

» - * * ' * 

Results of all surveys based an a sample of a population are subject tp ^ 
sampling tolerances. The probable limits of such tol'eraxjces -can be esti- 
mated by standard' statistical methods. The sampling tolerances vary wit+i 
-the, size of the sample and the size of the percentage points. For exam^e 
in a sample of.1 ,664 Interviews if an observed percentage result is 605^, 
the chan s are approximately 95 in lOQ that the range ^1% tt 63% includes 
the true percentage for the ent'ire universe. ^' 

Approximate Sampling Tolerances 



■ I 

1 

Size of -Sampje 


10% 
or . 
90% 


20% 

or 

801 


30% 
or- . 

70% 


40% 

or 

60% 


' 50% 


1,650 


. 2% 


2% 


3% 


3%" 


3% 


1,500 - 


■ 2% 


3% 


*3% 


3% 


3% 


8O0 


■ -3% 


3% 


4% 


.4% 


4% 


.700 • , 


3% 


'A% 


4% 


5% 




600 '*/ 


3% 




5% 


5% ' . 


5% 


500 T 


3% _ 


4% 


5% 


5% 


5% 


~^ 400 ' 


45 


5% * 


■ --65^-- 


~ ^%^. 


6% 


300 

• 


4% 


6% 


6% 


7% 


■7% 


. 2oa . 


S% 


. 7% 


8% 


8% 


•9%. 


'100 


7% 


10% 


11% 


12% 


12% 



s 



lOi 



Tolerances are" also, involved in t.he comparison of results frora.tvfo sub- 
groups of respondents covered by the' study, such, as college educated 
hocjenakers (497) and those with less than high schoo-l education (212). ■ ' 
If an observed percentage result is at or near 605^ for one group and, say 
50% in the ^)ther,' and one vranted to compare the above two groups, there 
woiFld have to be a -difference of at least 102 in order for it to be > 
considered a real dii'ference and no% based on chance alone. 



Differences Required for Significance . 



'Size of ^Samples 
■ Compared- 

l.,650 and 1,500 

>,5ft0 and 200 

1,300 and 400 . 

1,100 anjl 500 

900 a^d 500 

200 

8O0 and 500 
400 

700 and 600 
- 400^ 

600 and 500 
-400 

500 'and 500 

Koo 

„ r-SOO— 



400 and 400 
. . '300 
'.i; ' 200 



0% 


20% 


30%, 


■ 40% 




ir 


or 


or 


i or 




10% 


80% 


m 


60% 


.50% 


3% . 


4% 


4% 


41 


4% 


S% 


7% 


' 9? 


9%' 


; 9% 


4% 


6% 


. 7% 


7% 


7% 


4? 


5% 


' 6% 


7% 


' 7% 


4% 


6% 


* .6% 


7% 


7% 


6? 


8% 


, 9% 


9% ' 


10% 


4% 


6% 


7% 


7% 


7% 


5% 


• 6% 


Ti, 


7% 


8% 


4% 


6% 


6% 


7% 


7% 


^% 


6% 


7% 


8% 


8% 




6% 


7% 


7% 


3*^ 


5% 


.•6% 


" 7% 


8% 


3» 


•0% 


6% 


7% • 


8% 


.8% 


5% 


7% 


8% 


8% 


'8% 












5% 


7% 


, 8% 


9% 


9% 


6% 


8% 


. 9X 


9% 


. 9% 


.B% 


9% 


. W% 
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Development - - i . ' * ' 

A total of ?our pretests was conducted during the developmental phase ' 
of the study. ^ • . 



Develcfpcnental Pretests ' , • ' \ * 

• 

Pretest 1 to 3..-: consisted of nine interviews conducted by members - 
' of the Respgnse Analysis staff artd experienced 
* ' local interviewers. Interviews were, conducted' 

in the central fiew Uersey area. 

Pretext 4 - was conducted in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, area 

by me^nbers of the' prof.essional fie^d staff Nine . 
Inte^rviews were done in late November 1974. 

The questionnaire was revised aVd refined after each -wave of d'evelop- 
mental interviewing. - " 

JOO Case Pretest ' 

■ . » 

I'n Kay 1975 Response ^alysis conducted a' 100 case pretest of the. entire 
questionnaire and a statistical analysis was performed.* The members 
of the Response Analysjis field staff canpleted the pretext between'^Kay 1 
and May 7, J973 in foi/r locations: Springfield, Massachusetts ;^ Gadsden, 
Alabania; Detroi^» Michigan^ and Saleiri, Oregon. Interviewers received 
complete sets of instructions and evaluated the interviewing experience 
on separate forms. In addition to the pretest with 100 food shoppers, 
the*nutrition knowledge quiz vras administered tp 85 studejats rn an in-, 
troductory nutrition course at Rutgers University. The purpose of tiris 
pret^t,was-to: ^ ^ * ^ - 

* Perform an'arfalysis p^^ the revised n^jtrition 
knowledge test on the 1975'questionhaire. 



infficationlif. the i^'te re- ' ' s ^ 

liability of data' col lected'ort the 24-hour ' - ^ . 

dietary irttak^ section. Data from this sec- 
^tion of the interview are ^not-reported >n - 
. — this Yolime* 



*^^975 Hutritioa5u*rvey, Item Analysis - Nutrition Knowledge Quiz, 
Dietary Intake Pretfesi Analjjsis;" prepared for Division of Consumer 
Studies, Bureau of Fooos, Food and Drug Administration, by Response 
Analysis Corporation,. June 1975. 



/ 
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Sampling and interviewing - • . ' 

The jdata were -conected usiM a national probability- sample of house- 
holds. In each household, tne inter*view was conducted with tiie house- 
hold m«nber most responsible for the food s^iopping'. Face-to-face personal 
interviews were conducted during July and August, 1975 with J, 664 
main food shoppers. - ' • • ' . 



Sample Design ... \ ' 

The Response Analysis Corporation national probability sample was * . 
'used for this study. Sample locations and ho*useholds and particular 
Individuals to be interviewed,* were specified by the sampling plgji 
and by expliclt^nstructions to the interviewers. None of the se- 
lection steps were left to the discretion of the interviewer. 

The sample desigi included the following study 'Requirements: 

A national sample of homemakers or persons most 
respoKsibU for the food shopping in thl^ house- ^ 
hold referred >to^ as the ''ma^in food^ shopper. " 

An oversampling of men v(ho do-at le^st half of 
the food shopping -for the househpld. 



A. larger sample of homanakers, male and f^le, 
who are in the under 50 a§e group? than would ' - 
normally occur in a^^probability sample. j 

Both of the latter two' steps were taken to increase the size of thes^ 
• groups for. analysis purposes. Shoppers 50 and older were sampled 
. at different rates- than they would normally occur in the population. 
Details on this procedure are provided later on page 93, The over- 
sampling of malies and the uodersampling of the 50 ^-J- age group was 
compensated for by appropriate weights in the computer processing 
of the study results so that total survey result^would reflect the 

in th6 study population. I.e., main food shoppers. • 



i 



, * - • » ♦ - 

The se^^ence of steps used In the developfnent of. .the sample 
included: . ' * ^ ^ , ^ ! 

Selection of a national sample of 103' primary 
areas (counties or -groups of counties) stratified . 
\ by geographic region, type of community, and 

other population characteristics. ; 

• Selection of 600 interviewing locations or 
secondaryareas (Census enumeration districts 
. ' or block group?) for "the natioital sample. > 

Selection of specific sample' segments in each 
interviewing lopation for field administration 
* of the survey. ' 

Screening of sample households to determine ' 
.who th£ ffiain food "Shopper was and the shopper's 
* - . \ige and sex. 

DetaiTs;on each of these '^teps^are provided in the Vol lowing" Tec t 



^ 
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.Selection of Sample Areas for National- Sample , , \ • , . 

Primary areas were selected as foll|3ws: , * ' ^ 

1. The' entire area of the coterminous United States w^T^firsr divided 
into approximately 1,140 primary sampling units (PSll^s). Each PSU 
is a we VI -defined. geographic uriit,*usual% a county or group of 
counties w^.b a minimum population of 50/000 1n 1970.- PSU*s are 
• of^two general types: (1 X rgetropolitan areas/ or parts of metro- 
' poll tan areas; and (2) othe^r ar^eas. , ^ 

2/ Thirty-eight large PSU's wer*e included in the sample as self-repre- 
sentirrg primary areas. These include the 25 largest metropolitan 
areas in, the United States. ' ' . 

3» All other PSU's were grouped into 65'strat'a, with an average stratum 
population of approximately 2,^000^000 persons 'in 1970'. Basic cri-' 
teria used in the stratification procedure were: 

' Geographic divis-ion (within a stratum, all PSU's are in the 
same Census geographic division). 

Metropolitan or nonmetropolitan character (with the'excep-: 
tion of a few counties, strata consist entirely of metropoli- 
tan areas or entirely o-f oth'er count ies)^ 

. These two stratification features "are employed in regional and com- 
munity-size analysis^ 

Additional stratification'criteria included population density, rate 
of population growth, and industrial characteristics. 

4- One PSU was selected with probabijity proportionate to population 
' size from each of the 65 strata that included two or more PSU's. 

Each of the 1D3 prirfery areas (38 selected as self-representing areas, 
plus '^5 selected as a result of the stratification 4)rocedure) ^^is a rela- 
tively heterogeneous area. Most include city, towQ, suburban and rural 

ih size. ^ : " . ^ • 

Within th^e 103- primary areas we havt defined and selected 600 secondary 
4reas or specific sample locations. Secondary areas in the RAC'sample 
are areas of approximately 2,500 population in 1970. A. secondary^rea 
may be as smalj geographically as a block ^or two in. a densely populated 
portion of a city or it may 'be an entire'county or even larger o*n a 
spdfsely populated rural area, • ' 
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Secondary areas ysually consist of a- number of Census a^taimstrat^ve unrts • 
— either emao&rat ion .districts or block groups. Census microfiltn rBcords^ X 
have been used to dfefine' and select secondary areas. These. units wera s^-'' 
lected with probability proportionate to population size. 

A SQbsample of 200 interviewirtg location^ wa?. s^ecjted for. this study. 

, Segtnent and Housing- Unit Assignmenj;s\ ' ' ^ 

For all i'nterviewing locations, selected for this study, trained interviewers 
had n\ade rough field courrts, usually in segments of. about 10 to 25\housing 
units, to dsfvide block groups and ^enumeration districts into afjministratively 
conv^enient survey units. Detailed maps, instructions, ana count sheets 
Were provided for those assignments. Segments were clearly defined geo- 
graphic units- bounded by streets^ .roads, streams, or other landmarks, 6r by ^ 
specific starting and stopping addresses. . 

Probability procedures -wer^e used' to select one or more segments --^includinfg 
a total, of approximately 20 housring units. — for each interviewing location 
in this survey;. 



- \ A "face Sheet"" for each of the sample housing units provided the inter- 
, viewer with'^ senes Of , steps' with which to obtain a listing of household 
■>> jngmbers age -18 or. older who do food shopping. If, for any of a' variety 
of reasons, th^re was not a main, fl)od shopd?r in the household, the inter- 
view was ODt continued.. Rules wer^ provided to ascertain the {)erson most 
respoiisible for the food shopping and for determining- whom to intervieWif 
the food shoppin'g was-shared equally by "more thart one member of the house- 
hold. 

To accoaiplish. the undersampl ing of the 58 year or older group and the 
•. over sampling,, of males',. spe.ciaT face sheets were used which instructed • . 
,'the interv.iewer whether or not to fnterview the mafn-food shopper in 
.the household. ' *' . " ^ • . 

- ■*,-.'* ' * ' • • . ^' 

The relative 'sampling rates were (person first" had to qualify by doing" • ■ 
at- least ha\f of the household's food. shopping): 

♦ - ' Males, under 50: interview al-1 
Males 50 +: interview on-e half 
Fanales undeV 50: interview 8'out of '11 
Females ,50+: ^ interview 6 ogt pf 22 ' - ' 




< 
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' • InterVi^ewing Experience, , • • * 

. ^ ^ • " "* 

. . A. * Fie1d classification of housing units- assigned 

• «^*. Housing uiifts assigned 

' ^ .• 

Vacant - ' ' " • 

""T " ' . • Occupied ' - ' / • j 

• •..- 
B. Field exparience for occupied households , ' 

.- • ' Occupjed households • ' .3956 

' ■ ■ ■ ' EUgibility for iiiterview 

' I ' ' . unknowfi ' ' 536 

Not eligible forMnt^iew 1386 




Eligible for interview 1994 , * n 



, 1 



.ERLC ... ^ 



Interview Cpmplgtlba Experience 

' Eligible;respondents*/ > 2333 

' ■' Interviews inclutjed in • 

• . analysis ' . ^ . ■ 1664 

Households n(?t completed '-' 
* • • ' (no one at homerTreTused 

• and other incompletes) 669 



Verification of Completed Materials 

/ . ^ ^terviews used . Number 

* in analysis " \ Verified 

1.664 ' 272 



\ 



liu ' 



E. ' Completion Rates 



Total National SampTe 



Region of United States^ 

Northeast 
^ North Central 
• South ' 
West 



Tytfe-o^f CofffnCirvity 

Largest mel 
Other metre 
Non-metropolitan 



^ Largest metropolitan 
Other metropolitan 



Eligible^ 

2333 . 
* 

r ■• 

393- 
660. 
687, 
392 



■ lp30 
649 
658 



• Completed 
Number % 



1664 



419 
. ■ 463 
519 
263 



678 
• 478 
• . 508 



71'.3 



70.7 
70.2 
75.6 
67.1 



65.8 
73.6 
77.2 



' The final weight factor for ^ch respondent was the product of the age/ 
sex and location weights. . \ ' 
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Data Processing ' . \ - 

Weighting Procedures 

^ Two kinds. of weighr factors were applied in the processing of survey 
data to contf)pnsate-for the undersampling.of homemakers age 50 and 
older, the ov^sampling of men, andto adjust Tor differences in inter 
view completion experience. * 



1. Age and sex weighting 



Sef^tiz)n* ' Weight 
R^^e . Factor 



' .fele under 50 . . afll 1.00 

; _^ Hale 50 or^(iJder - ^ ' * 1/2 2^.00 

Female und'er 50 " * 8/11 1.38 

--""^^ f^anale 50 of^older > 4/11 2.75 

2. ' Location weighting- 

, To adjust .for differences in completion rate, each interviewing 

location^5 given, a weight equdl to 
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estimated eligible Respondents 
completed interviews 



4. 



r 



4 



• C 



■. ■. .... iiz 
t. ■ 



Region . ^ 
Region of the country 

States grouped as Northeast (Census classifications of New 
'England and Middld Atlantic) - ■; ' _ 

■ ■ Maine, New Hampshire, Vermopt, Massachusetts, Rhode ' 
Island, Connecticut, New Y.ork, New Jersey, Penosyl- 
vaYiia " | .o ■ 

StaW grouped as ffcrt'h Central (Census classifications of 
East North Central Y^d West North Central ) 

Ohio,' Indiana, Ullinols, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minne- 
sota", Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, 

Nebraska, Kansa'g " 
» 

■ 'states qi*$Bped.as Soith (Census 1;lassifications of S6uth 
Atlantic, Bast South Central, and West South Central) 

■ Delaware, Jteryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, 
West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, 

' Georgia, Florida, Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, 
Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana ,-|©j(lahoma, Texas 

States grouped as West (Census classifications of Mountain 
and Pacific) . " ^ ' 

Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New' Mexico, 
Arizona, Utah, Nevada, Washington, Oregon, Can- ■ •• 
fornia 



Population Density' ' " • 

Large metro area includes th? top 25 Standard Metropolitan Sta- 
tistical- Areas (SMSA); ... ^ • . ' . 

New YoVk* Newark 

* • Los Angeles . Minneapolis-St. Paul 

' • ' eiiicago' - Dallas . o a 

Philadelphia . Anaheim-Garden Grove-Santa Ana 

Detroit ' Seattle 

San FrSncisco . Milwaukee . \ 

Washington * . Cincinnati • 

' Boston * ' Atlanta 

.Pittsburgh ^ Paterson-Clifton-Passaic 

\ St. Louis Buffalo 

^'Baltimore *. - San Diego ^ 

^ » Cleveland ' . ' Miami . ., 



Houston 
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Nutrition Knowledge Score 
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Low = 0-64 points 

Medium 65-82. points (Maximum possible f 134 

High = 83+ points , , actual maximum =115) 

' / . . 
.Respondents received one po.int for each correct answpr'on the knowl- 
^ edge questions. Scores are based on the qi/estions on the following 
page. Correct answers are circled. 
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Scoring Key 



** 



•J. Nutrients ea,sy and hard for the body to get 
2. Nutrients stoned by the -body. ... 



a. PROTEIN 



b. VITAMIN A 



;c. THIAMIN {VITA^^IN 3^) 



d. fAT 



e. CARBGHYI5RATES : ' 



\ RIBOFUVIN (VITAMIN B^) 



g. VITAMIN C 



h; IRON 



1. VITAMIN D 



^. CACCIUM 



V 



V 



1^ 

(vVeasY'TO get ■ 
^ hard to get- 

3 not sure 

^ 1 EASY TO GET 
2 HARD TO. GET 
3 NOT SURE 

(T) EASY TO GET 
^ HARD TO GET 
3 NOT SURE 

© EASY TO fiET 
- HARD TO GET 
K 3 NOT SURE 

(T) EASY TO GET 
2 HARD TO GET 
3 N'OT SURE 

0 EASY TO GET 
2 HARD TO GET 
3 NOT SURE 
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1 EASY TO GET . 
2 HARD TO GET 
3 NOT SURE 

1_ EASY TO GET 
m HARD TO GET 
NOT SURE 

1 EASY TO GET 
(M HARD TO GE.T 
^ HOT SORE 

1_ EASY TO. -GET 
m HARD TO^. 
^ NOT SURE 



U BODY STORES 
(T) DOES NOT STORE 
. ^ NOT SURE 

Q BODY STORES 

• 2 DOE^ liOl STOPE 
» 3 NOT SURE 

1_ BODY STORES 
(Z) DOES !0T STCPE 
M NOT SURE . 

© BODY STORES 
2 ' DOES IttlT 3^?E 
5 NO' SURE ' 

]_ BODY STORES , 
(J) OOES NOT STORE 
^ NOT -SURE 

r BODY STORES 
m DOES. KOI STGPi 
M NOT SURE 

T_ BODY STORES 

• (J) DOES NOT STOP! 
M NOT SURE 

(T) BODY STOP.ES - 

^ DOES ::CJ STv?.: 

3 N'OT SUuc 

© BODY STORES 
2 DOES NOT ST^R 
■ 3 NOT SORE \ 

(T) BODY STORES 
■2 DDES NOT STOP. 
3 NOT SURE 



J 



* Itcsi not Included irt^s^fo) ' ' , 

**See page 107 for sources used to develop Nutrition Knowledge Score, 



Foods having a lot of tfje same benefits as .milk 



V 

b. 
•c. 
*d. 
e. 
f. 

9- 
h. 
i. 



FISH 
RICE ' 
ORAf.'GES 



HAVE 
SAME 
AS 



A LOT OF 
BENEFITS 
MILK 



WHITE POTATOES ' 
CARROTS 
EGGi 

MACARONI - 
PORK'AJiD BEAhi 
■"i. BftOCCOLT""™"""'""" 

k. -mm BimER 

1. -^HAGE CHEESE ' 
Milk is a good source of 



1 ' 
1 

© 

• 1 
1 

1 

© 
© 



DO NOT HAVE 
A lOT OF THE 
SAI^E BENEFITS 

2' 

■ © . 
.© 

2. 

® 
© 

2 

O© \ 

. 2 

© 

■ 2 
2' 



HILK ^ 

HILKIS IS NOT 'A 

GOOD SOURCE GO0D"S0URCE 



VITA^iKi A 
B.. THIAMIN (VIT/^IIN B^) 

c. RIBOFLAVIN (VITAMIN B^) 

d. VITAMIN C 

e. VITAMIN D 

f. PROTEIN 

g; ^ CARBOHYDRATESf 
h/ FAT 
•i. IRON 
CAICIUH 



. r 
1 

© 

-'1 

. © 

©• 

1 . 

© 

1 

© 



© 

2 
2 

- 2 
2 • 

© 

2 ' 



Milk is Important for . . . 



a. FOR THE EYES • 

b. FOR STRONG TEETH MD -BONES 
c' FOR BUILDING BODY TISSUE 

d. ' FOR BUILDING BLOOD CELLS 

e. FOR FIGHTIf«3 INFECTIONS 

f . , -FOR THE NERVOUS SYSTEM * 

g. FOR HEALTHY SKIN 



MILK IS 
IMPORTANT 



1 

© 
® 

1 
1 

® 

1- 



Milk is 

t.'OT IMPORTANT 

© 

2 
2 

© 

• © 

©■- 



■Food^ having a lot of the same benefits as beef 



4^. 















HAVE' A LOT OF 


DO HOI HAVE 






SAME BENEFITS 


A LOT OF THE 






AS BEEF 


SAME BENEFITS 


a. 


FISH 








RICE 




■ © 


c/ 


DRAfvQ^S ■ 




. ' © ■ 




CHICKEN 


-.«© 


^ z . 


e. 


WHITE POTATOES 


1 


© • 


f. 


CARROTS '■■ > 


1 


© 


g. 


EGGS . * , ' 


. © 


2 


h. 


MACARONI 






i. 


PORK AND Smi 


•" © 


2 


j. 


. BROCCOLI 




© 


k. 


PEAJiUT BUTTER 


© 


2 


v.. 


COHAGE QIEESE 


■. ..© ■• 


■ . 2 ' , 



. V 



117 



103 



7« Beef is a good source of 
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a. VITAMIN A 

b. miAHiN {yumiH b^) 

C. RIBOFLAVIN (VITAf-llfJ Eg) 
d.' VITAMIN C' 
" VITAMIN D 
PROTEIN 
CARBOHYDRATES 

CALCIUJ1 • 



8. 

fv 

g.' 

h. 
i. 



BEEF IS 
GOOD SOURCE 



© 



BEEF " 
IS NOT A 
GOODl^URCE 

©• 
© \. 
© 
© 

2 

© 

2 

■ , 2 



8. Beef- is important for 



a. FOR THE EYES 

b. FOR STRONG TEETH AND BONES 

c. FOR BUILDING b6DY TISSUE • 

d. FOR BUILDINJfBCoOD CELLS 



e. 



FOR FIGHTING INFECTIONS 



f . FOR THE NERVOUS SYSTB-5 

g. FOR HEALTHY SKIN 



BEEF IS 


• BEEF IS 


IMPORTANT 


NOT IMPORTANT 




©' 








2 


© 


2 


1 


© 


. 1 


, © 


1 


. © 
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HAVE A LOT -OF 
^ SAME BENEFITS 
. AS TOMATOES 



a. 


FISH . 


1 


• b. 


RfCE 


1 




ORiflNGES 


© 


d. 


.CHICKEN ' 




e. 


KHHE POTATOES 


'© 


f. 


CARROTS 


■® 


9- 


EGGS 


1 


h. 


MACARONI 


1 . 


i. 


PORK AND 8EANS 


l. 


j. 


BROCCOLI * 


© 


k. 


PEANUT BUnER- 




1. 


COHAGE CHEESE 


1 



DOES NOT HAVE 

LOT OF THE 
SAME BENEFITS 

■© 

' © ■ 

• . 2 

. © 

• 2 
© 

2 

©• 
© 



Tomatoes are a good source of 



■ ja-^IATOgS ARE 
GOOO. SOURCE ■ 



a. VITAMIN A ■ 

b. THIAMIN (VITAMIN B^) 

c. RIBOFLAVIN iVITAMIN B2) - 

d. VITAMIN C * , • 
•e. VITAMIN D 

f. PBOTEIN 

, g. CARBOHYDRATES 

'h; FAT ^ 

i. IRON' ' 

.j. CALCIUM V 



©. 



© 



TOMATOES 
> kRE NOT A 
GOOy. SOURCE 



2 

©■ . 
© 

2 

© 
© 

© , 
©y 
© ■ 

©" 



/ 



Tonatoes are iqiportant for-. 



a 
b 

c, 

e.i 

V.i 



g.t- 



FOR'THE EYES, 

FOR STRONG TEETH AND BONES 
FOR BUILDING BODY TISSUE 
FOR BUILDING BLOOD CELLS 
FOR FIGHTING INFECTIONS 
FOR THE NERVOUS SYSTEM 
FOR HEALTHY SKIN 



TOMATOES ARE 
IMPORTANT , 

® 

1 

1- •' 
1 



TOf-lATOES ARt 
NOT IMPORTANT 

2 

• '© 

© 
2 

•® 

2 



l^oo'ds having a lot of the same benefits as enriched bread 



a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

h 
g. 

h. 
1. 

j. 

k. 
1. 



FISH 

RICE ■ - 

ORANGES 

chicken' 
white potatoes 

CARROTS 
-^E^GS 
MACARONI 
PpRK AND BEANS 
BROCCOLI 
PEANUT BUTTER ^ 
JCOTTAGE. cheese: 



HAVE A LOT OF 
SAME BENEFITS 
,AS BREAD 



1 . 

,© 

1 

J. 
1 

■ 1 
® 

■ -1 . 
1 
1 




DpES.N&T HAVE 
A LOTAlF THE 
ENEFITS 



Enriched bread if' a good source of . .. . 



VITAMIN A ' 
, b. THIAMIN (VITAJ-ilN B^-f^ , 
C. RIBOFLA\flN (VIXAMIH B^) 

d. • VITAMIN C 

e. .VITAZ-ilN p ■ • ' 

f. PROTEIN . • ' 
g-. CARBOHYDRATES ■ 
h. FAT ■ ' - 
1. vIRON ■ 

i'- CALCIUM ' 



BREAD is 
G00D'5QURCE 

.-X 
■ ® 

^ ■ V 

1 

•1 

©• 

•1 ■ ; 



BREAD 
IS T^OT A 
^OdQ-gg'URCE 

"• ® 

2'*. 

- 2 . 

©■ 

2 

ft 

• 2 

® 



a. FOR- THr EYES 

b. FOR STRO^- TEETH Af<D BONES 
l^- FOR BUILDING BODY TISSiJt 

d. FOR gUILDING BDOOD CEUS 

e. FOR .FIGHTING INFECHOjls 

f. FOR THE NERVOUS SYSTEM' - 

g. FOR HEALTHY SKIN 



BREAD IS 
IHPORTMT 

, 1 , 
1 ' ' 

• 1. 

- ® 



BREAD IS ■ 
HOT IMPORTA HT 

2 
2 

' ® . 

2 ^ 

■ © 
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Self-Copcept Nutrition Knowledge 

^ High 10,9,8",7 points 
Medium =6,5 points 
■ Lew = 4,3,2,1 points' - 
Sca^le Is' as follows: 



**This is a nutrition scale. ^ On the top end is ^here^ ^ 
professional food scientists and professional dieticians 
would go. On the other end is where you wouVd put people 
who know almoft nothing ''about nutrition. Please give me 
an idea of. where you would go on-this scal^. Just giV^ 
me the nuiflber ietween l and 10 that shows about>where you 
fit-" 

, '10 'A lotx{food scientists', home 

economi sjjs ,*^i eti ci ans ) 



Quite. a bit 



Some 



Not too much 



Almost nothing 



. , 109 



E. Socioeconomic Status , 
High'= 11-15 points 

Medium = 8-10 points • . ^ f- 

Low— 4-J points , • , ' . 

Score based oij following questions: 

"Please iiell me whiclvx)f these comes' closest. to what 
(the chief wage earner does/you do). Just, give me 

Points 



the number."* 



. Professional/technical 5 

Managers/officers . . \ 

Other white collar '3 

Blue collar - ' 2 

Housewife . \ 

Temporarily unemployed 3 

Retired ^ 3 

Not rSeported " ^ . ' 3 

2. "What is theiiighest grade^or year) of school \ 
(the chief wSge earner has/you, have) completed? 

-Points 

College graduate or beyond 5 

Some college * 

High scho-dl graduate 3 

High school incomplete • 2 

Less than high school 1 

Not reported , -r^ 3 

3 "Could you tell me approximately wh#t your total family 
income was last year before taxes? Just give the letter 



frofD the .list." 



. 'Points 



$20,000. or more \ , 

$15,Q00 to $19,999 4 

$1%^ to $14,999 ■ 3 

$ 5l005 to $ 9,9.99 2 

Under $5,000 • 

Not reported „ • 3 



*The score was based on the information pertaining to the chief wage 
earner if possible. If sufficient information was not available on 
tbe chief wage earner, then the hofnemaJ^er's occupation and/or^educa- 



/i^fon-was included In the score. 



• -no 



r s 



F. Foo'd Beliefs Index 



Well informed = 4-6 points 
Not well informed = 0-3 points 



'Score based on the following questions: 

1. Most people can ^Bi enough nourislment 

l-f fVlAW -III*** ^^4» i.L.r X t_ . 1.. 



\ 



2. 
4. 

6-: 



if they just eat t^^ings they like, 
s^. 



Any food from a supfirm'arket is good 
for you. 



Between meal foods are never as good 
for you as trie food ,that you get at 
regular nieals. 

Weighing the right amount you are prop- 
erly nourished. 

Canned' or frozen vegetables are as > 
nutritious as fresh vegetables. 

Is added vitamin C as beneficial' as 
fresh vitamin C? 



Disagree or 
depends = 1 point 



Drsagree = • 1 point 



"Oisagnae or 

deperKIs = 1. point 



Disagree = 1 point 

Disagree or- 
depends = 1 point 



Yes = 



1 point 



125 



/ 



Careful Shopper Score 

Low = 0-2 points ' - • . 

Hedi^um = 3-4 points 
High = pain^ 

Score bised oni-the following 

1. Had^ a list before last main shopping. 



2. 

. -9. 

5. 

. 6: 



Read ad| 'for specials at home befofe lait 
'mdin shopping. * 

■Checked list of ingredients on cans or 
packages last time'did main food, shopping. 

Or . . .. "Ever" checked list of ingre- 
dients. 

Looked for unif' price last time in store^ 

Looked for open dating last time did main 
■ food* shopping. 




7. 'Have used nutrition labels before. 



Yes = 1 point 

Yes =1 point 

Yes = 1 point 

Yes = 1 point 



^ Education • ' . ' , 

Respondents who' had' education beyond high school were included in the 
■ cdlleg©- group which ranged from some college through the advanced 
college and professional degree level. 



r 
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CODES USf D TO ANALYZE SELECTED 

9 

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIO'tlS ' ' • - 

t. "On which kinds Qf food or..beyirages, have you ' ' 

made use of these (nutrition labeling) labels?" ' ^ • 

2. -"Why, don't yoif think you'll be using this kind 
1 of information' (nutrition labels)?" , " /. 
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On wMch kinds of foods or- beverages -have you made use .ef tJ^ese labels? 



1 HILK & HILK PRODUCTS :'' cheese; ^ce cream; sour cream; cottage cheese 

2 HEAT/POUITRY/FISH : canned meat; tuna; shrin?*;. corned beef hash 
, 3 GRAIN PRODUCTS : bread, cereal; pasta; noodles; crackers; rfce 

/ 4 VEGETABLES ■ . - . • 

5 FRUITS : fruit cocktail 

~ ■• * '* . 

- 6 BEVER AGES "(RON-DIETETIC) : juices, soft drinks; iced tea; Kool 
Aid; Gatorade / 

. . . 

7 "DIETETIC : soft drinks, , etc. ; diet colas; Diet Pepsi 

9 . BABY FOODS . . . . 

» ' • " ■ 

• 9 FRQZE K. PACKAGED. PREPARED FOODS : boxes of pudding; casseroles; 

fereakfasf Squares; instant potatoes; Jell-O; canned_jtew; canned 
goods ^(non-specific) • 

0 FATS : .butter t irargarlne, oils, shortenings salaji dressing; 
mayonnaise ^'""^ . 

■ ■ " ■ 

. .X HlScaiANEOUS 



Y DON'T KNOH/NO ANSWER ' \ 



is 



t you think you'll be using this-ki^id of information (nutrition label 




I DON'T UNDERSTAND THEM; Too much wording,' too complicated; ' 
I don't understand all that stuff about vntanrins, calories, 
and all that stuff. ' 

•» 

yT CHANGE MY HABITS/BUY WH AT I LIKE, WHAT I'VE ALWAYS US ED; 
I afw^s eaten'wnat I wanted to and don't think about it 
rS^!!"?*^,^'^ "^^"^ ^° ''^^"9' I'-Jjke to eaf; even if 

"^^"9 **2y for^y^ and nutrition 
labeling would not help me; don't comparison shop and try lots 
Of new things; I won't be changing rny way of buying or cooking 
after all these years. 

pay a«ttention to it; 
on nutrition too 
read labels. 

* » 

T^.yO^ "yf"J^Wg- ,J probably would not take the tire to read 
lafre s; don't have aattence to analyze.each detail; it would take 
too long to shop* / 

ALREADY HAVE SUFFICIENT NUTR! HON KNOWLEDGE/ DON'T NE ED LABELING- 
Host people knov? what fhey- are getting without labeling it; I kilo-w 
roughly the nutrition content, I don't bother to Took on the cans; 
I feel I balance' niy meals now. 

■?^!!iyi"!.Tl^^i" W^^^^ I buy'fresh meats, fr^sh 

vegetables and don't buy many packaged products any more. 

DON'T HAVE ANY SPECIAL DIETARY NPPn's 

'^.S'^^^^^^y^l^^T^^^ NUTRITIOti INFQRHATTnN tT^n*, need 
nutntiDn KnowledgeJr^'s suc h a variety of food s available 
SfJ * your nonnafnutrltion anyhow; I assume thrt)ughout the 
week whatever I will make will balance out. 

JD7HER ' ■ 

DON'T KNOH/NO ANSWER ' — : 

• • 123. 



\ 
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. otes gn Detailed Tabulations , . ' ' 

£ach question included in the survey is 'analyzed by twQ banners; 



banner 1 ' * 

Age: 
18-25 , 

18-34 - . 
.35-49* 
' 50 dr over 

Education: 

less than high school 
High school graduate 
College 

Regioa* 

Northeast- 
North Central 
• South , 
West- ' 

Population Density* 

Large metro 
• Other fDetro 
Non metro 

Sex 

Male . 
. ^ Fanale 



Banner 2 ' • . * 

Socioeconomic Statu&f ^ ^ 
Low 

Medium / 
- , High 

Race ' , ' 

White, other 
-Black • 

■ Nutrition Knowledge* ' • 

Low T 
Medium 

High * 
Self-Conc«pt — Hatrition Knowledge* 

Low 

Medium 

High ' ' _ 

Food Beliefs* . ^ 

Not weTl informed , ^ 
Hell informed ' 

Careful ^hopper Score* 

Low * 
* Medium 
High 



♦Further explanation of these subgroups begins on page 98. 
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Frequency data " . ' 



Detailed tabulations show unweighted frequencies for homemakers (actual nuii- 
SfSf°Hf '^l^/2r !^h.S"bgroup. In the tables, these data are usually the 
IVl I f °^ "^^^^ ^ a^ question and arf designated as "number of inter- . 

]tnlU°'"^ 11"^ ^- Jll^^P °^ ^"^^^5' designated as "weighted total'^ 
tS^ ^^fV^il^i frequencies. Probability sample data are comen- 
nrilll^T.l^.l^'^ ^^^f- i?"^ °^ respondents are counted as more 

DL .n tJ.? ^1! ^" O'-der to adjust the sam- 

ple so that It better reflects the population from- which it is draw^'. P^r- 

'a!^J^?!?i"l It^^'l^^f.^ ^eight^ data. The frequency entries in 

£ach cell of the tables are weighted frequencies. 

Descriptions, of the weighting procedures are on page 97. 



A 

■A 
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In tervlewinrHatefials 

— . 

Selected Exhibit Cards 

« 

Card D: Nutrition Scale . 
for self-rating , 
of nutrition 
.knowledge 



Card 6: Sample nutrition 
label 



/ 
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NUTRITION SCALE . 



ABOUT HOW MUCH DO YOU KNOW ABOUT NuWiTION? 



A LOT 



/ 

Ql/ITE A 
BIT 



( 



r 



SOME 



,NOT TOO 
■HUGH ■ 



ALMOST* 
NOTHING 



:':\ 



10- 



8- 



5- 



fooD Scientists 
HoflE Economists 
Dieticians 



Sample Label 



CARD 6 



\ 



- NUTRITION INFORMATION 

•* • 

Per Serving 

'Serving size = Qjoz. 
Servings per container ^ 2 

Calories 560 

Protein ^ 23 g 

Carbohydrate : 43 g 

Fat 33g 

(Percent of Calories from fat = 53%) 

Polyunsaturated* . . .T 22 g 

Saturated 9g 

Cholesterol* (20 mg/100 g) 40 mg 

Sodium (36Smg/100g-} 810 mg 



Percentage of U.S. Recommended Daily 
; Allowances (U.S. RDA) 

Protein 35 Niad 

Vitamin A 35 

Vitamin C-x <• • 10 

Thiamin 15 

Riboflavin 15 




25 

urn ,7' 

Iron ^ 

Vitamin Be ..: 

Vitamin B12 15. 



♦Information on fat and cholesterol content is pro- 
> vided for individuals who, on the advice of a phy- 
sician, are modifying their totaMietary intake of 
fatand-cholesteroh . - 
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'INTRODUCTION ^ " . ^ 

♦ I • 

1973, Response Arralysis con(ra?red a nationwide study for the Rjod 
^^^^^ provided information on?iutr1tion knowledge, 
tr Hnl»?tK"^""*''^-^^°"L^4''^'*^°"^ *° c°"«pt and features of nu- 
5pin M^'-'^J^ amony^^oppers. In 1975, a subsample of 607 respon- 
in 197?^^ ''e1nterview|a' with, questionnaires nearly Identical to those used 



Objectives ' ^ ^ 

The main objective of the 1973 survey was to obtain a baseline:measur^ent 
of nutrition knowledge and attituBes among persons primarily respons^Me 

5° .examine the formation, change^ and development of attitudes, beliefs, 
and knowledge about nutrition. ue^leT5, 

Approach ' ' ^ • . . 

■ f*.5f!"fil ^^"'^^ "^^^^ collects information on identical sets% questions " 

•eSnt ynrncf^fl' "W''? occasions permits the estimation of the 

a^J^fff^'f ""^'II^L^"^^' ?°P"^^*to"' The pane'l study in this -instance 
attajjpts to answer thr«e questions: ■■■^'^in-c 

t What kinds of people are likely to shift -- i.-e., which 
demographic subgroups? 

i Why do these shifts take place -->«^what are the ■ ■ 

predictive variables which change ov^Aime and have 
impact on knowledge, beliefs, and pc<rcilces? 

• In what directions are Shifts made -- i^e., are shoppers 

• gaining or losing knowledge? 

■ 

'?SmJl!]*^*^°" P?"^^ described 'herein is the problem ofVcon-' - 

S7! '! conditioning in connection with successive measurement.* ' ' ^ 
two fS?Jte- ° contaminating, or educational, effect may take at least 

.;• " \ ' ' "''"^ . . - . 

. .. • Panel participation may Increase the respondent's- aware- 
' ; - "ess of the fssue covered by the survey ~ e.g., questions 
, abt)ut nutrition labeling might cause -a respondeht to be 

' labeling.'^ This, awareness, then,' could be \ 

attributable either tb an education campaign -or to the 
question n^ process} 

' statement of attitudes, opinions, 

;„ and beliefs. may lead him to provide answers to ttw second t 
• ■, measure ,;that are consistent with the first.' 



*PTease s?e the Appendix foW'a discussion* of pane^'effsc*. 



Respondent turnover (changes in one direction plus those in an opposite 
direction) is assessed, throughout this report. We are also interested in 
evaluating net changes within the panel group (changes in one .direction 
subtracted from changes in the opposite direction). - 

Both typologies (net and gross change)'jna.y be found in this -document. 
Host tables, treat both gross and fttt ch^ge. We h jive* included measures of 
*the marginal results for each yearVi»,i .e. , the total proportion reporting 
an attitude in 197? and the total proportion- reporting that attitude in " 
1975. The difference between thes'e results is the net change from 1973 to 
1975. . • 

• ^ 

We alsd>epo)?t tha proportion providing identical responses on both mea- 
sures. Taking th^difference between this figure and the 1973 marginal re 
suit plus the difference- between the figure and the 1975 marginal result 
equals the proportion of changers or shifters between measurements. See 
-pages iii-vl for examples of how to read ^H|s of this type.^ 

Only a limited number of the total question^sked in the panel, question- 
naire were bdth of analytic interest apd amenable to measurement of .change 
The subset of questions ana,lyzed was selected by Respohsie Analysis in con- 
junctidn with the Division of Consumer Studies of the FDA. , 

These data are amenable ta several analytic techn4ques which measure "re- 
peated measures" data. One such technique, the "turnover table" of 
switchers, is detailed in the Appendix. Tables found in this, report are 
descriptive in nature. See the Appendix for sampling tolerances for use 
in ascertaining statistical significance of findings. 

t ♦ 
Research^ Methods 

Sampling and Interviewing: ^ , ' 

The data were glStered by, means of a panel sample of people who 
participated in the Jfationwide Nutrition Study conducted in T973. 
These data were collected using a national probability sample of 
households* The^panel sample was stratified by three groups ffdm 
the-oc^ln^l sample: respondents inr4iigh, medium, and low nutri- 
tion ^wl edge groups. ^ , 

Personal face- to- face interviews were conducted beginning .in , 
July and concluding In September 1975. During that period, 607 
Interviews, were completed. • 

fIT^s,t^umen,t^ \ ' 

V ■ ■ . •* - ■ ' 

The survey used one questionnaire for all Interviews In two waves. 

, , This questionnaire, except for a few minQr changes, was tile same 

as that used In' the 1973 study, so comparisons of 1973 and 1975 

data could be made. 
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Explanation. of gross and Net Change 

This report contains references bot'h to gross change and net change between 
the ir>itia) intervi^ew in 1973 and the panel interview in 1975.. 

Gross thanqe is the proportion of shoppers responding in different 
w^s in 1973 and 1975. In this report, gross changes are the sum . 
of two figures. For example: — 

Changes from a "negative" response ,in 1973 to a 
"positive" response in 1975, plus 

Changes from a "positive" response in 1973 to a 
"negative" response in 1975. 

Net change is the d.lfference between the two figures 

r 



± 



niustration : 

22? of shoppers change from "negative" to "positive" 
9% of shoppers change from "positive" to "negative" 

(The remaining 69% of shoppers -give the 
same answer both years — Mother "posi- 

. tive" both years, or "negatrve" both 
years.) J . ' 

Gross change = 22% + 9X f= 31% 
Net change = 22% - 9% = 13% 

The net change of 13% Is -also the increase in oercent aop 
£oints in shoppers responding ifl a positive direction, as 
. shown on the following page. 
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Example of Gross^»and Net Changg> . ' i 

The. fallowing eKJT^3fe^t^can lie ysed tp develdp gross and net change- 

Table I 

, ■ \ ' '• Prefer Nutrition Labeling 



1S75 





K 


1973 


\ 




Totgri 

* 


Yes 


fio_ 


'Total 




28% 


n% 

^ _ 


Yes 


41% 


19%v 


(22^ 


No . 


59% 


-® 


50% 



-9 ^ 



In this' example, the 'top row represents 1973 shoppers, those re- 
sponding "yes" in 1973 (283^,. and ^hose responding "no" in 1973 (72%). 

The left column repa^e?ents total 1975 shoppers, those responding "yes" 
in 1975 (414),, and ^h<?se r^ponding^'no" in 1975 (59%). 

The liwo rtrcled-^gtgures are th^ siioppers who changed: 

22r frOTr?rvD", in J 973 to "yes" in 1975 

-e% from <^"i In 1973 to "no" in 1975 ^ ^ . 



The ■ gross' :^ahge^oi*'sian. of the Hwo' figures, is 31%. 



The j^t changp^*, of difference between the two figures, is 13%. 

The net change40f 13% is^ also ±he" difference in p'ej'- 
.centage points in. the overall d1str^ul?ion of shopper 
.-" . ..jtesponsesr — ' " 



' "Yes" answers increase' from 28% to 41% 
5Ho"-artSwers decrease from 721 to 59% " 



r 
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Example of How to Read Tables In This Report 

In our report; most tables follow this format; 
it 



Table II 

Percent Preferring Nutrition Labeling 



, Same Resppnse 
1973 1973 and 1975 , 1975 

28%' • 19% 41% 



A full. table of gross and net change can be developed using these three 
proportions. " 



Table III 
Prefer Nutrition Labeling 







1973 






Total 


Yes 


'■iio_ 


Total 


100% 


28% 


72% 


Yes 


'41% 


m 


22% 


No 


59% 


9% 


50% 



This table. is derived as follows: 

Top. row ~ ^ ■ ~" 

• 100% is the total pine! . 

• 28% said" "yes" In' 1973 Cfrom Table 

t 72% is the difference be »een 100% » nd is 

- . ■ the prdportion who said-fno" in 3973 

Middle row'— ' * . » 

- : ■"• 412*sai(f "y^in 1975 (froiR-Table 11)^ 

t 19% .said "ye3*^n both 1973- and 1975 (from Table II). 

• 22% s^iid "no" ill973 an^ "yes" in 1975, and can be 
j , calculated by subtracting the percent saying "yes" 

both years from the p«<cent saying "yes" in 1975. 



7 



row — ' 

-59% said "no" in 19^5, and is the dlffere^fte between. 
100% and those saying "yes" ^1975. 

9% said "yes" iiH^3 and "ho" in 1975, and can be 
calculated by subtracting tfiTe-ipercent saying "yes" 
both 'years from tne percent saying "yes" in 1973. 

50% satd "no" both years, and can be calculated by 
taking*the difference between lOOX and the sum of: 

• - percent "yes" both years 

- percent- "yes" 1973, and "no" 1975 

. -'percent "no" 1973 and "yes" 1975 



/ 
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HIGHLIGHTS 



Nutrition Knowledge and Information 

1. ^ In 1973, a nutrltlot knowledge score Was calculated. for panel re- ' 
spondents. More than four In ten shoppers scored differently In 

. 1975 than In 1973. One-fourth of the panel shoppers scored higher, 
^ 188 scored lower, resulting in a net knowledge Increase of 72. 

, r- Younger shippers gained more In nutrition knowledge than 
^ ^ older shoppers. High socioecononiic status and college 

educated shoppers were also more likely to increase their 

ntitnttion knowledge.' 

4 

2. -Contraiy.to the actual knowledge score changes, college educated 
shoppers were likely to decrease their self-rating of nutrition 
kiiowledge wfiile those with less than a high school education were 
likely to increase their self-rating. 

♦ • 

Opinions about Food and nutrition ^ 

3. Providing families .with nourishment and saving money on food prices 
are two of the ipost important food-related concerns to shoppers 
both in 1973 and 1975. . * 

The iroportance of -providing fjimilies with nourishnent 
actually increased 9% among panel shoppers. 

4. About one-tHird of. the panel shifted their beliefs about the equiva- ' 
^ lency of added and natural vitamins. The net result was a 3% Increase 

In the proportion correctly responding that they were, dually beneficial 

5. The belief that a vitamin pill can make up for missing breakfas-t was 
rejected by the. same proportion of shoppers each year {81X]f. 

6. On an "ijidex of food beliefs, ^.atooat two-thi/ds of the shoppers scored 
differently* in 1975 from 1973 3GJ lower and 37% higher ~ a net in- 
crease o/* 7X. . 

7. The shopper proportion believing that the federal government makes, 
sure food 'advertising is hoijfest increased from 58J to 6555. More than 

^half of the panel shoppers changed answers between surveys . 

8. - Hajorftfes of panel* food slioppers believe the federal government should 

nake^-sure that: • 

- Packaged, canned, and frozen foods are safe to 

eat 98% no change between surveys. . r — ^ 

- Packaged, canned, and frozen foods are nutri- 
tious and good for you ^i\a 6% decrease ♦between 
1973- and 1975, 872 to -81%. 

. : - Food advertising is honest 972 in 197*^, 
* 98% in 1973. 



. Food Labels and Nutrition Ubeling 

9* Both in 1973 and 1975, brand names and prices claimed the attention of 
many food shpppers; of least consequence are recipes oa the .label and 
percentage of main ingredient, ' Sixteen percent and 14% more shoppers 
paid attention to date of expiration and nutritional Value respectively. 

30. Little change was noted in preferences for nijferition labeling over 
recipes or balanced meal information. ^ , . 

. ' 1973 1975 

- Prefer nutrition labeling over balanced meal ^ 
information . ' ' 65% 61% 

- Prefer nutrition label ingyiver recipes 79% 81 X 

n. About half of the panel shoppers changed their opinion^ about^the im- 
portance of having U. S. Recoomended^ Daily Allowances of vitamins and' 
of minerals on nutrition labels. On balance, the importance of each 
declined slightly. ^ 

.1975 Less 1975 More 
Important Important 

- • ^ U:s.R.D.A. for vitamins ^ 26% 22% 

* 

'. U.S. R.D. A. for minerals ^ 28% 23% 



7 , 



•12. There was very little panet change' in the perception of five possible 
benefits of nutrition labeling. Food shoppers still see one as more 
likely than others:" helping to proVide their families with more nu- 
tritious foo^s (2,5% in 1975). 

IS. fior was there much change in pah&T shoppers' belief that they would use 
nutrition labels as a way to decide to buy a new brand. 

14. With respect to willingness to pay something extra each week for having 
nutrition labels on food containers: S 

: Twenty- t»#o percent of panel shoppers would pay more 
. )'ln 1973 than they would in 1975. ■ y 

Twenty-four percent would pay more in. 19)6 than in 
- .. 1973. •• ■ ■ ' ^ ,. . . ^ 

Host likely to be willing to pay more were college educated shoppers. . 
(182 would pay less, 272 would pay more). 



• Use of Vitamins and Food Shopping Patterns 

15. There was a 52 decline In IjrTfdence of vitamin usage (53% to 48%), pri- 
marily among low socio^onoralc status respondents (45% to 32%). 

16. Several consiraer related In-store behaviors -were reported more fre- 
quently by panel bomemakers In 1975 than In 1973. 

' " • IlZl . 1975 



- Looked 'for dates on products 54% 73% 
Looked for unit pricing . 40% 50% 

- -dhecked list of Ingredients 43% . 49% - 

17. About six of ten shoppers believed they could cut food costs and still 
maintain proper nourishment. This proportion renained almost static 
witliin the panel period. 




I . ■ \ 

Nutritioo Knowledge and Inf.ormation 

- Self -concept of nutrition* knowledge 

- Nutrition knowledge score ^ 
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1... ^ELF-Qgl^EPT OF NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE 



As in 1973; shoppers were asked to rate their nutrition knowledge on a 
tenrpoint scale, with a rating of "1" representing the least amount of 
nut;ritfon knowledge, and a rating of "10" being considered comparable 
to that of food scientists- ami^ther nutrition^jtperts. 

Among panel shoppers theVe was a very small increase in the pr 
portion reporting a hJg^^4f self-estimate of nutrition knowledg 
(+12). Less educ?*^ shoppers wer6 roost likely to increase thei 
self- rating of rfutrition knowledge while men were most likely to 
decrease their self-estimate. Analj^si^ of other Subgroups re- 
veals no consistent patterns of change. 



Table 1 



Self-Concept of Nutrition Knowledge by Subgroups* 


• 

(607) 


* 


Panel 


Food Shoppers** 




Higher 


* Lower 


Net Change 




Self- rating 


Sal f- rating 


1973-1975 


r 

Panel food shpppers (607) 


21% 


20^ ■ 


+ 1% 


AGE 








18 - 34 (190) 


■ 242 


'\ 21% 


+ 3% " 


■ 35 - 49 (216) 


19% 


^ 23% * 


* - 4% 


50 + (193) 


21%. 


, 18% 


+ 3% • 


SEX 








Hale (56) 


17% 


28% 


-11%- 


Female (551) 


22% 


20% 


+ 2% 


SOCIOECONOHIC STATUS . 








Low (188) 


26% 


'^'^ 21% ■ 


+ 5%" 


Moderate (194) 


20% •-, 


19% 


+ 1% 


High (225) 


18% 


21% 


- 3% 


EDUCATION 








Less than high school 








graduate (98) ' 


28% 


17% 


^ +in 


High school graduate (343) 


20% 


21% • 


- 1% 


. College (164) 


17% 


21% 


■ - 4% 



^le of how to read table: In 1975, 21% of all panel 
shoppSrs-T^ed themselves higher in nutrition knowledge 
than in 1973^ 20% rated themselves lower • , i 



, ^sls for change Is 1§73 self-rating — i.e.^ "Higher self-rating" * 
shoppers shifting frodi low to moderate and hi^lTgroups, plus those from 
Moderate to high groupV.*' Lower self-rating" = shoppers shifting from 
' high' self-concept to modeT*ta-4fe*'l05^^ plus those movinc 
moderate to low. ^ , ^ 

**In W^^ iZtpf tlie^panel shoppers gaveVhemselves a hiotf self-rating, 
* 48« gave theinselves*a'fnoderate'self-r2^tif% and 19% ay^ow selfrrating. 



2. NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE SCORE 



In. 1973 a nutrition knowledge quiz was developed to get a broad measure 
of nutrition knowledge among food shoppers. /Although the quiz items 
w^re "analyzed and subsequently revised substantially for the second na- 
)tionwide study of nutrition knowledge, the identical quiz, (from the'' 
1973 study) was administered to panel respondents.* 

Shopper^ were divided into three groups — low, moderate, and high nu- 
Irrtion knowledge. The analysis concentrated on movement between groups 
from 1973 to 1975. 



Orie- fourth j)f the panel respondeitts^hifted to a higher knowledge group 
whiTS^i^^shifted lower, a net knowledge increase of 7%. All demo- 
graphic subgroup^ demonstrated some gkins in nutrition knowledge, 
though some substantially more than orhers. 



Yoynger stoppers gained mor 
than blder shoppers. 



in nutrition knowledge^ 



• Proportional gains in 
' apparent within the hig^ 



frition knowledge were most 
socioeconomic status group. 



• Although ttiere was a neft 11% gain in self-concept of 
ftutrition knowlfidge^-arong less educated shoppers, 
-actual incn^ases in knowledge were most apparent in the 
college educated group. 



! ■ 



*See "HatibnaV Nutrition Survey, Questionnaire Itejn Analysis," October'1974, 
aiyi "Food and Nutrition Knowledge and Beliefs," March 1974, prepared for 

'"Otvision Qf Consumer Studies, Food and Drug Administration, by Response 
Analyisis Corporation. , - 
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Table 1 ■ 
Nutrition Knowledge Score — 


/ 

1973-1975 


• 




Panel Food Shoppers* 








Net Change 




Increase 


Decrease 


1973-1975 


Panel food shoppers (607). 


252 


182 

* 


+ 72 










18 - 34 (190) ' 




. 1 


+142 


35 - 49 (216) 






+ 5% 


50 +(193-) 




• 172 


^+ 4% 


CFY 








Hale (56) , 




24% 


+ 3% 


Female (551) 


25% 




+ 7% 


• 

SQpIOECONOHIC STATUS 








^Low (188) . f ^ ' 


22% 


17% 


+ 5% 


?^fode^ate (194) 


26% ■ 




+ 4% ■ 


High (225) 


11% 


16% ■'' 


+11% 


EDUCATION 




■•V 


Less than high school 








graduate''{98) 


19% 


, 132 


■•••-+ 6% 


High school graduaj;e. (343) 


27% 


: • 232 ' 


+M%/ 


College (164) 


■ ,27% 


" '142 


-+13%;. 



-Example of how to read tablet Twehty-^ive percait 
of all panel food shoppers increased their nutri- • 
tipn knowledge scores from 1973 to 1975, while 18^ 
decre^ted their scores, a net totaV of 72 higher 
"scores • * 



*In 1975t 31% of the p^nel shoppers had high scores T 332 hgd moderate scores, 
an^ 36% had low scores. , • \ ^ 



ERLC 



/ ) 



5" 



I 



IL 



r 



ppinions about Food and Nutrition ^ 

. - ' Beliefs held abput food and nutrition 
' - Responsibility for nutrition 



.f 



\ V 



■ • ' ' : ■ . ' 15 0- 



PREPARING NOURISHIHG AW ECONOMIC HEALS ARE STILL PRIME CONCERNS T*^ 
HOHEMAKERS, ^ • . ^ 

The first series of. q&estions in t^e interview attempted to put' Into 
perspective .some of those concerns a shopper/homemaker mighty have : 



t 
f 
t 



Nourishment for^ famfl^ 
Spying money ron food .-prices 
Preparing^i^^^le meals 
Finding time to prefSare meals. 



Cooking new arid interesting dishes 

As TablA 3 ihrmagTOjjp^^ and saving .money top the list of concerns 
both year-^ ^ 




"^'^ Table 3, 
Food-Related Concerns 1g73 and 1975 



Panel Food Shoppers (€07) 



Most Iiiipor$ar\;t — • 

Saving money on food 
^ pr,1ces 



1973 



35X 



Same Response 
1973 and 1975 



18^ 



Preparing meals that in/ 
family >yfi 11 er^oy eating 

Making sure that'iriy 
family 'and I get the 
noitrishment that we need 41^ 



5X 



28% 



Other response 



6% 



1975 
34%'. 

50% 
the panel 




- 5% <^ 

.+ 9% ■ 

- 1% 



Example of hflw to 5*ead table: In 1973, 3t)i^-. ^ 

. food -shoppers selected "'saving money" fro/a list .of food- 
related concerns as their >fvfm?rj| concenf about feod. • 
Subtract||g the proportion giving the same response both 
;^gars:(lB!j)^from thU^ figure (35^ -r. 18%i= 17X), equals the 
proportion' changing Itieir response frbm' '^saving money" to 
'SHjo'ther responsf* on the panel interview. Similarly, 
taktng*the difference of the ^tajtic figure* 18«, from the 
1975 result; 34« (34? - 18X = 16X)^ives the proportion 
. swTtchlng to ''saving mbney" as a response Vi 197y. 



fLes5, than 



•2. B^UEF^ ABOUT .FOOD AND-NOTRITION ' ^ . . 

' . * In the panel interview, food shoppers are as divided on the Issue of 
' natural vs. added vitamins as they were. In 1973 . ' . 

•Slightly nwre shoppers betj^e added vitamin C is as beneficial as 
-the natural vitamin (+3%). mch of the increase is due to this in- 
creased belief anxTng less educated shoppers (+10%) and low socioeco- 
, nomic status shoppers (+9S6).' ' • • 

. This question was cl^^acterizect by shifts of one-third of the panel 
^ho'ppers: 

/ ' • Fifteen percent correctly believed in the nutrttiorjal equality 
of added vitamin C.in 1973 but not in 1975. . 

r Eighteen, percent incorreotly rejected the notion of nutritional 
equality of added vs. natural vftamin C in 1973 but 
accepted it in relnterview in4975. 



^ * • - 

Added Vitamin C Has the Same Benefit' as- Natural Vitamin C 

. . Panel Food Shoppers* (607) 



.Panfel food shoppers, (607) 

AGE • / 

18 - 34 (190) 
^ 35-49 (216) 
50 + (193) 

iSEX - . 
Hale (56) 
Female (551) 

-SOCIOECONOMIC, STATUS 
% (188) 
. Moderate (T94-> 
' High\(225) ' 

.EDUCATliiT? / ■ - ^ 
Less4han high s9|iool 
• graduate (98),;- f '*2^% 

, High 'school, graduate (343) 35% 
. CoVfege {164H > i ^ ./47^ 

' ■ W ■ 

c* * '•.'■* 

■ *Percent liyes."'* ^ ' \ 



1973 


Same Response 
1973 and 1975 


1975 


Net Change 
1973-1975 


> 

36X 


21% 


\ 


+ 3% 


m 


22% 


43% 


\ +-'3% 




. 25% 


, 38% • 


\ - '3% \ 


31 X 

* 


. 17% . 


38% 




• 33% 


47% ' 


^6% 


- -7% 


r 36% 

r 


21% 


m" 


+ 5% 


' 27% ■ 


14% 


36% 


i 9% 


37X- 


18% 


36% 


- r% 


44^ ■ 


■ 29% 


46% 


+ 2% 



12%. 
18% 



36% 
37% 
46% 



+10% 
.+ 2%. 
- 1% 
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Host shoppe rs still do not feel that a vitamin pill can be substituted 
for breakfast. ; 



/ In an attempt to discover something about' How v.itamins and their func- 
tions are perceived, respondents were asked if skipping breakfast can 
be made up for by taking a vitamin pjll. Host said "no" 1h both Inter- 
views. ' X 



Table 5 /" i > 

^ If You Skip Breakfasts You. Can^ake Up for It 
. . by Taking a Vitamin Pill 



Panel Food Shoppers* (607) 





1973 


Same Response 
1973 and 1975' 


1,975 


Net 'Change 
1973-1975 


Panel .food shoppers (607) 


81% 


JOS 






AGE 




/ 






18 ^ 34 (190) 


85% 


s77% 


85% 




35 - 49 (216) 
^•^(193) 


88% 
76% 


f5%: 
63% 


81% 
79% 


- 7% 

+ 3% * 


SEX 










' Hale (56) 


73%' 


60% ' 


\i 


+ 9% 


-Female (551) 


82% 


71% 


81% 




SOCIOECONOHIC STATUS 


^69%- 








Low (188) 


-52% 


69% 




Hoderate (194:) 


851 


' 77% 


87% 


+ 2% " 


• High ^225) 


89% 


81% 


89% 


r 


EDUCATION . 










.LesSf.than high school 
grafeje (98) 


64% 


45% 


63% 


- 1% 


High ^itbriol graduate (343) 


84% 


75% 


86.^ 


^ 2% 


College (164) • 


63% 


80% 


87% 


- n 



♦Percent "nff>" 



In 1975, a food beHefs index was * developed for use in the second 
natlonwiae study of^ food 'and nutrition. ^ 

The index was developed as follows: 

1 point — "disagree" or "depends" response tor Most 
' people can get enough nourfshment if they 
^ just eat things they like. 




1 point " "disagree" with: Any food from the super- 
market is good for you* ' - 

1 point'-- -"disagree" or "depends" respdnsfe to: Between- 
me?! foods are never^as goo(f for^you as foods 
you get at regular meals. \ - \ 

1 point — "disagree" with: Wei ghing^jflie^Hght amount 
means you are properly nourfshed. ^ 

\ 

• 1 point — "agree or "depends" response to: Canned 
or frozen -vegetables are a3 nutritious as 
> fresh vegetables. 

>f 

1 point — a "yes" 'response to: Is added vitamin C as - 
beneficial as fresh vitanrfn C? . _ 

Shoppers were examined for shifts in their beliefs scores. between mea- 
surement periods. . «^ 

Overall, about two-thirds of the panel group ^scored differently on the 
two measures../ However, there were 1% more stoppers scoring higher in 
1975 than in 1973. . 

Demographic sulSgroup analysis reveaj^ few coffsistent linear effects 
within any .variable: ^ . 

Age : Only the middle age group^ decreased in scone, while 
younger And older shoppers - both had net increases of 
/ .more th^n 10%; 

Sex; A large proportion of male shoppers scoring lower 
* (46%) is contrasted with a 9% gain by female shoppers. 

Socideconomic Status : One in -^ten shoppers in bgth high 
and low groups showed net score irfcreases^ vrfiile the 
'middle group was stable. 

Education: -Alft^ groups had^higher beliefs scores, but 
. aTmbst twice as- many high schopl graduates as others 

. increased in score.\ * 
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- .Tabled 
Food. Belief Index: 1973 artd 1975 -^^ 



Panel Food Shoppers* (607) 



Higher 
Score 



Lower 
Score 



Net Change 
1973-1975 



f^anel food shoppers (607) 


37? 


302 


+ 7i 

~ llo 


mt 








_ i8i<i^ 34 (190,) ^ 


392 


282 


+112 






362 


- 7% 


50 + (193) 

* • * — 




(•1 K 




SEX 


* 


• 






202 


362 


-162 


Female (551) 


382 


292 ' 


+ •92 


SOCLOEpOHOrtlC STATUS 








Low (!£«) . ^ 


402 


302** 


+102 


Moderate (194) ^~rf '- 


332 


342 ■ 


- 12 


High (225) , 


362." 


262 


+102 


EDUCfl;TIOH * \ 








Less than high school 








graduate (98) 


392 


342 


+ 52 


High school graduate (343) 


372 


282 


+ 92* 


College '(Ig*)' 


352 - 


302 


+ 52 



4 ' 

*Li 1975, the panel shoppers' scores break down SSpows: (6 points 
highest score, 0 points » the lowest score) 



6 points - B2 
5 f^nts -233; 
U p^nts - 2855 



.3 points - 232 
2 points - 132 
1 point -* 42 



0 points - 12 



n 



3. ASSIGNMENT OF^SPONSIBI LI TY FOR NUTRITION 

y ' ■ ' - 

The section in the interview dealing with res pons ibrlity for providing 

people with nutrition includes several questions: 

t- Mho does U\e most now for m^Mr^sure peopl? get 
autritious and well-balanced dTifs? 

- • Who should take more responsibility for makirig sure 
\ people get nutritious and well-balanced diets? 

. t Government participation relating to food and nutri- 
tion: .what is believed to be the cij)-rent situation 
and -what is the desired situation? , ' ^ 





ERIC 



15, 



12 



• f 



one- third of the shoppers shifted answers .— 7% more shoppers k 
in 1975 than 1973 said the government makes -sure that 'food advertising 
is honest. This awareness increased most among middle-aged shoppers 
idlSiorgritM^llf)^.'^^' socioeconomic group (ni%) ^nd middle 



Table 7 

Does the Federal Government Make Sure that 
Food Advertising is Honest? 



Kanel Food Shoppers* (60^ 



Panel foodssi^oppers -(607)" 
AGE 

- 18 - 34 (190) 
■ 35 - 49 (216) 
.50 + (193) 

SEX 

Hale (56) ^ 
Female (551) 



Same Response 
1973 1973 and 1975 



1975 



64% 



54% 
44% 



76% 



Net Change 
1973-1975 



58% 


45% ' 


65^ 


+ 7% 


54% 


42% 


60% 


+ 6% 


57^ 


47% 


7]%Z 


+14% 


61% 


45X 


64% 


+ 3t 



+12% 
+ 7% 





SOCIOECONOHIC STATUS 
.Low (1/88) ^ 


59% 


i 

^^% 


* 

62% 


+ 3% 




Moderate (194)- 


55% . 


45% 


66% 


+11% 




High (225) ^ 
EDUCATION 




48% 


67% 


.+ 8% 




• Less than high school 
graduate <9a) : . 

High school graduate^ 343) 


58% . 


39% 


59% 


+ 1% 




57^ 


46% 


68% 


+11% 


9 


College (164) 

> 


.59% - 


46% 


63% 


+ 4% 



*Percent "yes or think so.' 



ERIC 



157 



Hhile th6P8 was a nx)derate increase in the awareness of government 
action in the area of food advertising (+7%), there was riychange in 
the proportion saying the government should be doihg this* Neverthe- 
less, an overwhelming majority still agrees the government should en- 
sure that food advertising is honest {only 3% shifted responses on 
the panel interview). 

Hor.was any change detected in the belief thatJthe federal government 
should make sure that packaged, canned, or frozen food is safe to eat. 
However, shoppers decreased their tendency to report that the federal 
gdverraoent should inake sure that packaged, canned, or frozen food is 
nutritious and good for you . 
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Table 8 

Should the Federal Sovemaent Hake Sure that Each 
Packaged. Canned, or Frozen Food 1.s Safe to Eat? 



d^ be doing 



Should, not' be doing ^ 
Don'.t J<now/no answer 



1973 
98% 

n 
is" 



Panel Food Shoppers (607) 



Sajae Rfespons'e 

1973 and 1975 1975 



96% 



98% 



-Net Change 
1973-1975 



+ 1% 
- 1% 



Table 9 

Should the Federal 6overresent Hake Sure 
that Each Packaged, Canned, or Frozen Food . 
is Nutritious and Good for You? 



Should be doing 
Should not be doing 
Don't know/no answer 



1973 

'87% 
10% 

3%. 



Panel Food Shoppers <607) 



Same Response 
1973 and 1975 



/ 



5% 



1975 

81 jr'^ 

1655 

■1% 



Het Change 
1973-1975 

^ - 6% ^ 
+ 6% 



ERIC 



iLess than «5%» 
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Table 10 

Should the Federal Govewn mert^ Hake Sure 

— . i ' 

that Food Advertising is Honest? 



Should be doing 
Sfiould not be doing 
Don't know/no answer 



Panel Food Shoppers .(607) 



Same Response Net thange 

1973 1973 and 1975 1975 1973-1975 



98% 



96% 

n 



91% . 
\% 



- 1< 



+ \% 



^ess than ,5%, • * » i 



III. 

Nutrition Labeling 



- Reactions to nutrition labeling 

- Perceived benefits of nutrition lal)i5ls 

- Evaluation of nutrition labels 
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Klii IN 1975, PRAND NAMES AND PRICES CUIM THE AHENTION OF MOST 

OF HAIN-INGREDIENT CONSEQUENCE ARE RECIPES ON THE LABEL AND PERCENTAGE 

a • ' .* • •• • ' 

Before nutrition labeling was intrtoduce^ into each interview, food sfioppers 
were asked tq select from a card those items which food companies include 
on some orM^ labels now, items which they — the food shoppers — pay at- 
tention to, and items which they could get along without.. 

Majorities paid attention to brand name and price on both Ijiterviews. A 
substantial proportion of shoppers changed answers from 1973 to the panel 
fnterview. In 1975: . 

• Sixteen percent more respondents say they pay attention 
to date of manufacture or expiration. 

Fourteen percent more shoppers pay attention to nutritional 



/a 



value. 

• Eight percent more shoppers pay attention to ingredient' 
amounts. . - . . 



I 

\ 



/ 



I6i 



Table 11 ^ 

t 

Items on "All or Some Food Labels" Which Food Shoppers- 
fay Attention to — 1973 and 1975 

• I . 

\ Panel Food Shoppers (607) 



Total price 



Pay Pay 
Attention Same Response Attention Het Change 
to (1973)' - 1973 -and 1975 to (1975) 197^-1975 

t 



74X 



^6% 



73% 



n 



Brand oaine . ^ 

Date of manufacture or 
expiration 

Listing of ingredie^s 

Net weight or volume 



58% 

-43% 
42% 
43% 



f 



36% 



29% 
- 24% 
23% 



54% 

59% 
47% 
43% 



- 4% 

+16% 
+ 5% 



Food addi-t\ves , ' 
preservatives 

Unit price Sprite per- 
pound or ounce). 

Nutritional value (calo- 
ries, vitamins, 
minerals] 




mgs 



Ntmiber o 



Percentagevfif' roal n 
ingredient 

Anounts of Ingredients 

Recipes 



29%- 
28% 

27% 
22% 

20% 
18% 
11% 



16^ 
13% 

16% 
10% 

4% 

7% 
• 3% 



32% 
30% 

41% 
28% 

19% 
26% 
11% 



+ 3% 
+ 2% 

.+14^ 
+ 6%. 

0 

+ 8% 



None of them 
No opinion 



n 
n 



1% 
1% 



{Each cQlumn adds' to more than 100% because of multiple responses.) 



^Less than *^%: 



Nm"RlTION k?\BELING. 

■ : ,r. . ■ ■■- - . '■■ ■ 

A n«in. objective of- the 1973 study was to establish baseline data for 
consumer response to nutrition labeling before many food con?)anies in- 
cluded such labels on '^eir packages, and before the possible Jjenef its 
of nutrition labeling were communicated through FDA-sponsored adver- 
tising to consumers/ - ' 

The concept of nutrition labeling was a novelty to most shoppers in 
1973 and had only recently been Introduced prior to the time 
of the panel reinterview. 

' He have here^reported those items v/here some change Is observed. 

t Importance of having percentage of U. S. Recommended 
Daily Allowance of each vitamin a food contains. 

# Importance of having percentage of U- S. Recommended 
Daily Allowance of each mineral a food contains. 

Prefergrice for nutrition labeling or recipes on-.pack- 
age\ label. ' 

• Preference for nutrition labeling or informatio/i 09 
balanced meal on package l^bel. 



t Likelihood of making use of nutrition labeling. 
• Hillingneas to pay f4Dr nutrition labeling. 



Table 12-A 

Preference m Food Package Labels; 
Nutrition Labeling or Foods ta" Serve with One 1n Package 
to- Hake 'a Hell -balanced Heal 



Panel Food Shopp^ (607) 






1973 






Balanced 


No 




Meal • 


Opinion/ 


• Ntrtntion 


Infor- 


No 


Tota\ Labeling 


mation Both Neither 


Answer 



TDtal 


100% 


65%- 


20% 


8% 


' 2% 


5% 


Nutrition labeling 


&i% • 


47% 


*8%- . 


3% 


1% " 


2% 


Balanced* meal 














' ^ InfomBtion 


26% ^ 


X 11% 


10% 


' 3% 




2% 


Both 


81 


5% 




1% ' 


« 


@ 


Neither 

» 


2% 


■ 1% 




@- 






No opinion/no answer 


3% ' 




' 1% - 


1% 




1% 



Example of how to read table: Forty-seven- percent of the 
panel shoppers preferred nutrition labeling in both inter- 
views, while 11% who preferred labeling in 1973 reported 
a preference fqr balanced meal information in 1975. Each 
ceJIl ehtryyis a percent of the total panel. 
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Although shoppers, still prefer nutrition labefirig ov^r. balanced meal 
inforroatitri, t^e proportion doing so decreased by 4% while those • 
favoring balanced tnfeal information increased by 6%. This represents 
an overall shift tward balanced meal information from 65%-^0% in 
19.73 (a 45% spread) tp'Bl%-26Ma 35% spread). 

' ' •'■ 1 Table 12-B ' . 



Prefergnce on Food Package tabels;. 
ffcitrition Labeling ttr Foods to. Serve wiffi One in Package 

-' To, Hak€ a kell Balanced MeaT> ;. 

. ^j^anel Food Shoppers (I 



9 



Pdne1 

' shoffpefs-teoyj 
AGE- 



Nutrition Labeling 

Net 
• Change 
•1973- 

1973 1975 1975- 



e1>j^d 
hocfpefs-feo 



65%/ 61%^ 



18 - 34 (19^)) 
35 - 49 '(216)- 
k 50'+ (193) 



- 4% 

66% 69%' ^,+ .3%. 
71% ■ 625$' - 9% 
60% 57% ^-3% 



SEX 



Male (56i 
Female' (551) 



66% '54% 
65% 62% 



/ SOCmOfTOHK 
■S|pTUS . 

;^-.Low' (^88)^ ^^0% 51% 

*^"- -Moderate (194) 6B% 58% 

• H^gh (225) - ' 80$. 75% 

EDUCATION. 

, ^ Less, than high- ' * ' 
school ajradu- 4 yv 
ate (98) • ^'rWS, 

High' school * - 
- • graduate (343) 67% 66%' 

■' wcollege {164)* . 78% ^ 71% 



- 8% 

- 3% 



+ 1% 

- 8% 

- 5% 



- 6% 



- 1% 

- :7% 



Bal anced-Meal 
Information 




Both 







"Net 






• Net " 


















1973- 


, t973 




1973- 


1973 


1975 


1975 


1975 


1975 


20%' 


26% 


<^ 6% 




8% 




20% 


21% 


+ 1% 


8% . 


; 7% ' 


* - 1% 


18%' 


27'% 


•Tgx 


•9% 


8% 


1% 


ai% 


'27% 


+ 6% 


.•6% 


■- 9% • 


+ 3% ' 


14%, 


21% 


+ 7% 


8% ' 


14%^ 


+ 6% 


20% 


26% 


+ 6% . 


8% 


*8%- 




29% 


32% . 


+ 3i 


10% 


•7% 


3% . 


19% 


27% ' 


+ 8% 


"^6% 


12% 


+ 6% 


11% 


18% ♦ 


, +'7% 


6% 


6% 





28% . 41^ +13^ 



20% 23% 
13% 20% 




- 3% 



+ 4% 



1 fir. 



. Table 13-A 



Preference on Food f ackaqe 



. Nutritign Labeling or Rec 




Panel Food Shoppers (S07) 



1973 



Nutrition 



1975 ^ 


•TotaV 


Labeling 


Recipes 


Both 


Neither 


Total . 

« 


100% 


, 79% 


■ m " 


5% 




Nfrtrltlon labeling 


31% 


m 


. 6% ' 


4% 


" 1% 


Recipes 


■8% 


4% 


• 3% 


• 1% 




< 

Both 


. 6% 


5% 




• n 


1% 


Neither • 


3% 


. 2% ^ 


• n 







No 



# « 

No opinionjlio 
answer 



2% 



1%* 




Opinion/ 
Answer 



3% 

2% 

n 



/ 



Example of how to read table*: Sixty-eight percent of the 
panel shoppers preferred nutrition labeling In both fnter- 
views, while 4% who pr&ferred labelingjn 1973 preferred 
recipes in. 1975. Each -cell entry ts a percent of the to- 
tal panel. . . 



... 
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• 
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On being refnterviewed in 1 975y reai)onjents again overwhelmingly pre- 
"ferred nutrition label ing oveiTreci pes on food package labels. The* 
proportion doing so increaseil/by 2%, while that preferring recipes 
decreased by This represents decreases across all buts^e sub- 
group in the proportion reporting ^ a -preference .for recipes. 

' / 

. Table 13-B 

Preference on Food Package, Labels: 
^ Nutrition Labeling or Recipes 



Panel' Food Shoppers -(607) 



Panel food / 
shoppers (607) 

r 

AGE ^ 

, :'18 - 34 (190)V 

35 - 49 (216) 
- .50 + (^93). 

SEX'.' 

Hale (56) 
, . Fem&Jk (551)-' 

30CIibKONOHIC 
' S.TA7US \ 

Low' (18g) " 

Moderate (134) 

- ~ High (225)' 

VJEDUCATJQN^ ; 

- di* Le^^aa high 

s^chool gradiH 
. ' ate (98X 



Net 

Change 
1973- 



Pref er ' 
Labeling 

1973 1975 1975 
79% 



83% 
83% 
'74% 

■77% 
80% 



73%, 
80% 



81% 

82% 
82% 
79% 

.75% 
82% 



76% 
82% 



85% - 85% 



• 4 



+ 2% 

-.1% 

- 1% 
+ 5% 

- 2%" 
+ 2% 



+ 3% 
+ 2% 



67% '73% . +j5« 



■ High school - • s, 

graduate (345) 82%' 85^ + 3%- 

, College (164) 85% 80% - 5% 



Prefer 
Recipes 

1973 1975- 1975 



Net 

Change. 
1973- 



11% 

7%. 
Ij0% 
13% 



11% 
11% 



20% 

9% 
7% 



8% 

9% 
8^, 
B% 

9% 
?% 



10% 
7% 
7t 



.14% 

4 

-7% 
7% 



- 3% 

+ 2% 

- 2% 

- 5% 

■- 2% 

- 3% 



0% 

n 



.- 6%- 
-"■2% 



Want Both 



Change 
1973- 



1973 197^,1975 



■^% 

6% 
5% 
5% 

3% 
5% 



4% 

j6% 
5% 



6% 

5% 
7% 
7% 

.6% 
6% 



5% 
7% 

■7% 



+ 1% 



+ 2% 

+ 3% 
+ 1% 



+ 1% , 
^ 1% 
+ 2% 



3% 4% . + i; 



6% 
5% 



5%. 
11% 



-At 
+ 6% 



^ 1 

Since 1973, the importemce of having the percent of U. S. Recomended DaJAy^ 
Allowance of vitamins decreased among 26% of food shoppers in the panel and 
increased among 22%, an overall de'cre^fee of 4%. • ' 

Proportional net differences varied by 'demographic subgroup, 

t Slight gain in importance among youngest shoppers 
{+2X), and decrease among those 35 and older, 

f Low socioeconomic status respondents reported a 
net change of -8X, while jnoderate and high status 
shoppers reportfed net clyinges of -3%. 

' A substantial shift in importance took place among 
the least educated shoppers vriJth 31% saying it was 
* less important and 26% saying more important. - 



^ . Table 14 

Importance of Having Percent U. S, Recommended 
: — ^5 



Panel food shoppers* (607) 



AGE 

18 - 34 (190) 
35 - 49 (216) 
50 + (193) • 

SEX J 
Hale (56) 
Female (551) " : 

SOCIOECONOHfc STATUS 

Low (188) 

Moderate (194) 
. High (225) ■ , . 

EDu'cATIOff-' -:. ' 

. .Less than high school 

graduate (98) 
, .Higft .^gjdo1 graduate (343) 
^ * -College (164) 




26X_ 
^ 21% 
24% 



31% 
23% 
27% 



Panel 


Food Shoppers 


(607) 


Gain in 
Importance 
1973-1975 . 


Decrease in 

Importance 

1973-1975 


Net Change 
1973-1975 


22% 


26% 


- 4% 


24% . 
21% 
22% . 


-22% 
28% 
27% 

r 


1 

t 2% 

- 7% 

- 5%^ 


33% 
. 21% • 


' 26% 


+ 3% ' 
• - 5% 


23% 
19% 
24%- 


31% 
^■2% 
27% 


- 8% • 
. - 3% 
-3% - 



53;-. 

2% 
3% 



*In 1975, 46% of the pang! shoppers 
'tsoinewHat,iniportant," and 25% said 



responded "very important," 29% said _ 
"not too 'important" or gave no. opinion. 

4.60 



The results were nearly identical regarding percent of U. S. Recom- 
mended Daily Allowance of minerals on nutrition labels; more shoppers 
on the- 1975 panel interview said it was less important than did in 
1973,. ' ^ 

All subgroups reported such decreases. 

' ^ Table 15 ) ' , 

Importance of Having Percent U. S. RecommendeateilV All 
of HtrtgfSS^jn Nutrition Label \ 



owance 



•7 



Panel food shoppers* (607) 
^ A6E 

18 - U (190) : 
'^Su- 35 .As (216) 

50 + (193) , 
SEX 

, Kale (5&) 
Female .(551) 

SPCIOECONOHIC, STATUS 
Low. (188) • 
Moderate (194); 
^ High (225) 

• EDUCATION 

Les><tliaiMitgh school 
graduate (Mj) , 

- High.school graduatk (343) 

Condg^(164)^ 



Panel Food Shoppers 



Gain in • 

Inyortance 

1973-1975 

" 23X ■ 



25% 

zn 

23% 



2S% 
23% 

23% 

21X- 

26% 



27% 
21%- 
26% 



Decrease in 
Importance 
1973-19^5 

28i 



26% 
26% 
30% 

26% 
;28% 

I|r29% 

?6% 
*29% 



30% 
26% 
31% 




Net\£tiange 
1973-^TS75 
X 
5% 



- 1% 

- 5% 

- 7% 



5% 



- 6% 

- 5% 

- 3% 



- 3% 

- 5% 

- 5% 



*In 1975, 4055 of the^ianel shoppers j*espdnded "very important," 32% said 
"soBiewhat ii^prtant," and 28% said "not too important" or gave no opinion. 



Both in 1973 and 1975, large 'majorities of shoppers said that they 
wuld use nutrition labeling as an aid in deciding whether to try a 
new brand. 4here is a spiatl net increase (Zt) in the proportion 
saying -yes" to this ques^on. ' i h ^ . 

Younger shopoers (under 50) and high socioeconomic status respondents 
reported an increased willingness to utilize nutrition label tng in 
this decisioa-making process. 



, Table 16 

"Would Kat^ Use of Nutrition Label as a Hay 
to Decide Whether to Boy a New Brand 



\;1^anel food shoppers (607) 

AGE • 

18-34 (T90) ■ 

35 - 49^(216) 
^ 50 + ^93) 

SEX 

Hale (56) ' 
Female "(551) 

SOCIQECONOHIC STATUS 

• LowXOSS) ' 
Moderate (194) 
High (225) 

# 

EDUCATIOK, * 

Less than high school 
graduate ^{98) • 

High school graduate '(343) 
College* (164) * 

• ■■. i : ■ 



1973' 
76% 



Panel Food Shoppers* (607) 

Same Response 
1973 and 1975 1975 



64% 



782 



HoX Change 
1973-1975 

+ 2% 



80% 


' 71% 


85% » 




5% 


78% 


69% 


83% • 




5% 


71% 


57% 


71% 





71% 


' 59% 


78% ' 


+ 7% 


76% 


C : 


■ 78% 


+ 2% 


69? 




68i 




80% 




82%. ' 


+ 2% 


78% 


71%" 


84% 


+ 6% 



63% 


42%_ 


61% 


- 2% 


79%' 


• 722 ' 


86% • 


+ 7% 


7t% 

* 


66% • 


78% 













♦Percent "Yes." 



OF- FIVE SUGGESTED POSSIBLE BENEFITS OF NOTRITION LABELING, FOOD 
SHOPPERS SEE ONE OF THEM AS MORE LIKELY THAN THE OTHERS: HELPING 
TO PROVIDE THEIR FAMILIES WITH MORE NUTRITIOUS FOODS. 

iittlfe difference can be noted from comparisons of findings from the 
initial measurement to the panel reinterview. 

Shopper? do not show increased confidence in govenment protection of 
cons!^rs — e.g., a 4% proportional increase in reporting more con- 
'fidence in government protection as a least likely effect of nutri- 
tion labeling. 

Table 17 

. Evaluation of Five Suggested Benefits 
« of Nutrition Labeling 

Panel Food Shoppers (607) 

Host Likely Least Likely 

Sane Net 

Nutrition Resposise ^. toiange Response .Change 

Labeling 1972rand ) 1973- 1973 and 1973- 

Mill . . ' , ,1973 19>fe 197t . 1973 1975 1975 1975 

Help ire ta pro- 
vide my faiaily 
with sore nutri- 
tious foods- ZB% m ZS% \2% B% 9% +1: 
# 

Probably in- ' ' 

crease knowl- 
edge about nu- 
trition in gen- 
eral - 1?S S% 22% + 3? ^ 29% 10% 27?. 

Hake food aanu- ^ 

facturefs pro- • - • 

duce food v^ich " * 
is more nutri- , . 

tious m S% ISI - 1% 21% 7% tZ% 




Sive*ine confi- 
/ denc€^^t the 

\^ gdvemuent is 



pi^tecti^g iDe V 
asVcopiufjer 16% S% isf- -^^ Z% . 12% 3% 162 + 4% 

Sive IDe ©ore 
confidence fn 
the food I 

buy U% 3% \Z% ' Z% 17% • >l% 16% - 1% 

ffo opinion 4% ^ 1% , 3% - 1% 12% - ' § 4% - 8% 



l!utlI?J?J"ffK^f^ ^" assessing changes in willingness to pay for 
nutrition labeling among bo^ those will.ing and unwilling to pay in - 



Two groups compare! on the table below 



are: 



• f5°PP^^ "1?^11^^"9 ^ P^^' ^o** nutrition labeling in 
-1973 and willing to pay in 1975; and those who would 

^11 iS ?97?f °' ^" ''"^ ^^^^'"9 ^ 

• pose shoppers who, in 1973, were willing to pay at 
5^975 unwilling to pay anything at" all 



Table 18 « 
^ould be Hi lling to Pav for ffet^W Ubelimi 



Panel food shoppers {607) 



AGE 



18 - 34 (190)- 
35 - 49 (216) 
50+ (193) 

SEX 

Hale (56) 
Female (551) 

SOCiOECOHOHIC STATUS . . 

Low tl88) 

Hoderate (594) 
. High (225) 

EDUCATIQH ' 

Less than high school 

graduate (98) 
High sdiool gradu^ (343) 
College (164) - ^ 



Hilling to 
Pay -tore in 
1973 Than 
,in 1975 ' 


Would" Pay 
Hore in 
1975 Than 
. in 1973 


22% 


24% 

• 


20% 


25% 


24% 


• 24% 


22% 


23% 


32% 


16% 


21% 


25% 


23% 


26% 


26% 


19% 


19% 


26% 


25% 


r 

23% 


23% . 


23% , 


18% . 


-27% 



Change in 
Hilling to 
Pay More 
1973-1975 

+ 2% 



+ 5%^ 



m 

■ 4% 



+ 3% 
-7% 
+ 7% 



2 2% 



+ 9% 



29 



— lY. 

Use of vitamins 

Food shopping patterns 



I. — 



I 



4 



VITAMINS 



About half of pariel food shoppers report vitamin usage in the family 



halt Of panpi rooa snoppers report vuc 
~ about 5X f^r in^l9^5 than in 1973. 



One- fourth of the panel members switched reporting groups — 15? were 
1973 vitamin -users and 'became non-users, and lOi were 1973 vitamin noR::^ 
users and becaioe users. 



Differences among shopper subgroups in vitamin consul 
the two measurements are: 



mb^Sj^coi 

1^ 



fompanng 



Younger shoppers increased ir\ reported family usage of 
vitanrin^roiddle-aged and older shoppers repjorted 
7% and 8%\eclines respectively. 



LesS^educated respondents decheased dramatically in 
the proportion of family use»of vitanilns. 

Low sodoecowjniic status gretjp- also decreased sub- . . 
stantially in v\tamin usage' 



Table 19 

Differences In Vitamin Consumption b>\ Subgroups 1973, 1975 



Panel. Food Shoppers (607) 



Panel. food shoppers (607) 



A6E 



18 - .34 (190) 
35^-- 49 (2167 
50 + (193) . 




sacmsfmmK status 

' Het^ (188) 
Hoderate (194) . 
High (225) 



'Soneone in Family 
Takes Vitanrins,^ 



1973 
532 



59% 
55% 

m 



412 
55« 



462 
552 
582 



EOUeATION r 
Less than high school 
Sraduate-(S8) ^^422 
w -Hfgh school graduate (343) 542 
IpoTlege <164) 502 



Same -Response 
1973 and 1975 

382 



452 
392 
332 



252 
402- 



242 
442 
46i 



202 

392. 

492 



1975 



482 



612 
482 
402 



372 
492 



322 
^62 
572 



292 
492 
592 



Net Change 
1973-1975 

- 52 



+ 22 

- 72 

- 82 



- 42 

- 62 



-142 
+ 12 
- 12 



-132 
■ 52 
- 12 



31 



2. FOOD SHOPPING PAHERNS 



We looked at several areas within the broad topic of food shopping patr 
terns: 



) 



t Open dating • 

• Unit price awareness 

» • Use of ingredientsjist on label 

• Attitude toward balance of foocl costs and proper 
nutrition m 



\ 



ERIC 






■It 



1 



OPEN DATING WAS SOUGHT BY CONSIDERABLY MORE SHOPPERS IN 1975 THAN IN 
1973. 

Only slightly more than half of panel shoppers looked for open datijig 
their last shopping tr^p before the 1973 interview; nearly three-quarters 
did so in 1975, 19% more shoppers. 

The proiDortion of shoppers' <?ho .looked for liTrThpricing the Ust timp 
they shopped increased by ]0% Over 1973. Nearly four in ten shoppers 
were either unaware of or not sure about unit pricing — this propor- 
tion decreased to 30%. in 1975. 

Finally, there was a 6% increase in the proportion of shoppers saying 
they checked the list of ingredients on a food product. 

There were few demographic subgroup differences among any of these 
three items. 



Table 20 
. Reported I'n-/store Behavior 



Looked' for unit pricing 



Panel Food Shoppers* (607 




Same Response Net Change 

1973 1973 and- 1975 1975 1973-T975 



54% 


■ 48% 


.73%. . 


+19% 




27% 


50% 


+10% 


43% 


282 


49% 


+. 6% 


r 












r 








The belief that they could cut food costs and still maintain proper 
nourishment changed only slightly from 1973 to 1975 (+2%). 

Food shoppers who Changed the most were: 

?\middle ^socioeconomic status group 
^ recorded a decline in this belief, 
ng it into closer alignment with the 
locioeconomic group regarding this issue, 
» • , 

• The lowest education group and the hiohest socio- 

• economic group which established aim and 7% 
Increase, respectively, in this ^efief. 

Table 21 

Focftt Shopper Beliefs on Whether They Could Cut 
Food Costs and Still Maintain Proper Nourishment 

Panel Food Shoppers* (607) 



Same Response Net Change 

1973 1973 and 1975 >975 1973-1975 



Panel food shoppers (607) 59% 43% 611 + 2% 
AGE . ' 

18 - 34 (190") 60% 45% 62% + 2% 

35 - 49 (216) • 64% 51% 66% + 2% 

50 + (193) 56% 35% 57% 



+ 1% 



SEX • . : 

Jale (56) - 51% - 26% ' 4^ - 2% 

. Female (551) 60% ' ' 4^ ' I ' 6?% . + 2% 

• . • \ J . 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS • ' 

' Low (188) 45% 28% 49% + 4% 

Moderate (194) 64% 41% - 57% - 7% 

High (225) 69% 58% 76% ' + 7% 

< EDUCATION 

;Less than high schoo:l • 

. graduate (98) ' ^ 37f 22% 47% +10% 

High school graduate (343) 62% • 43% 60J - 2% 

College (164) 72% ■ 59% l€% + 3% 



♦Percent "Yes, could cut costs," 




J77 
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Guide to^,Statistical Significance 
of Survey Results 

Panel Effects 

Research Methodology 

i Researcti Methods * 
• Interviewing -Experience 
. f Knowledge Scoring 
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Guide to Statistic 



tistical Signiflcancg'of Survey,* Results 



Results of all surveys based on a sample of a population are subject to 
sarqpltjfig tolerances. The probable limits -of such tolerantes can be esti- 
mated by standard statistical'methods. The sampHijg tolerances. vary With 
the size pf the sample and the size of the percentages. For ex^mple,^ in 
a sample* of SOO interviews, if an ooserved percentage result is 60%, 'the 
. , chances, are approximately 95 in 100 $hat the- range 56% to 64% includes 
the true percentage for th6* entire universe. 




Si2e . 
of 

Sample 
600 
^50 . 
350 
200 
' ISO 
'^O ' 
50 . 



Approximate Sampling Tolerances 



10% 


20%. 


30% 


4o%^ 




*. or 


or 


or 


or 




. 90%' 


80% 


70% 


60% 


50%. 


3% 


4% 


5% 


5% 


: 5% 


. ■ .3% ■ 




5% 


5% 


5% 


4« 


• 5% 


6% 




7% 




7% 


• 8% 


I 


9% 


6% 


8% 


9% f _ 


ie%' 


10% 


' 7% 


'—10% 


« 

'11% 


12% 


12% 


' 10% 


14% 


1'6% 


17% 


, 17% 



ToieranQgs are" also involved in the con^>arison of re*suU^,froni two^subgroups 
of res'pondents ^covered by the study,, such as adults VithJ^^r than a high 
school .^ducaticf'Q i98). and those y/itji a^high^ school. educatioa ( 343.)- ♦ If an 
oJ)served-pBf cent age result is at qr nearrlo^ for one group and 50% for, the • 
other, 'andTohe wanted'to compare th^e tv^ groups, .there v/ould have to* be. a 
difference of at^least 11% in ordei; for /it to be considered s-real differ- 
ence and not^ba'sed on chafhce alone, , The retder should note that al*l sub- 
group' comp^crisoris were roads. using two-J:ailed tfst^^of' significance. 





















Differences Required for Sii}rtifit:ance 


It 


Size of 
Samples . 
Compared 


10% 
or • ' 
90^ 


*20% 

or 

80% 


70%> 


40% 
• or 
60% 


50% 




' tSSO and 350 






• --sr. 


' 9% 


9% 






6% 






10% 


' 102^ 




^ 150 




'9% 


102 ' 

1 \J JO 


11% 


^ lU 




I'oo.. . 


Oh 


1 1 h 




Idi 


14? 




50,«^ ■ 


\\% ' 


15% 


■ ■ 17% 


18% • 


20%. 




350 and 200 


7% . 


9% 


' 10% " . 


11% • 


~~11% 




. \ 150 


7%. 


9% 


. m ' 


12% 


12% 




100 


.9% "' 


,11/ 


^ 13% 


14% • 


"14% 




50 ' 
200- and 150 


11%-. 
8 % 


•15% 
11% 


■ 12% 


' 18% 
' 13^ 


19% 
13% 




lOO 
^50 


12% , 


. 12% 
. 15%'**' 


/l4^- - 
18% 


15% 
19% 


15% 
19% 




150 andJloa 


10% ' 


13% 


14%. 


r6% 


ie% 




50. . 


1^% 


16%' 


18% 


. 20% 


■ 20%- 




' ' 100 and 50 


13^ 


17% 


19% 


21j^ . 


'*2T% 



One mode* of anil>(f1s which could be employed is the "turnoVer tab1$" -wf^ich 
cy^ss-tabulates a given* characteristic at more than one 'point in time. 
This tests whether the observed proportion of changers is significantly 
different than .5. Tiiis statistic is^ . . • 




N 



Hhere X =V'*oportion shifting in one direction 
p..= -5- 

J< = -satopTe size 



P < .05 if z> 1.96 
P< .01 if z s. "2.^ 



'B. . Paner Effects 



In^^he intrbductiort^we- atTtided torthe possibl a, presence of a bias known a^ ^ 
panel effect. .Proper Interpretation of these- data must include some recog- 
nition of the p^ential biases, on the results/ What jni'ght appear to be a 
significant change (or no change at all) might actually be caused by par- 
ticipation in' the research or other factors. We are here primarily con- 
cerned with the potential biases resulting from being interviewed previously 
or Vanel effect .' . • , 




,PaneT effeqt^ — oi\p risk of repeated interviews with respondent^is that 
they may berade more sensitive to the^ subject matter through mere' partici- 
pation in tlie researi:h. The best means of^ssessing panel sensitv«tion or 
-contamination. 4s through comparisons with people who were not previous!)' in- 
terviewed. All panel respondents had been interviewed once before. in the 

, first nationwide study and. again' in 1975. There also -exists •^n ^npretested 
or ne>^' group, of respondents for comparison purposes -- the 1975 second 
nationwide survey respondents. 

Assessing overall panel effect involves a ccnnparison of the panel group 
wltb a control group (1975 survey respondents).' 



y''~\ Measurement Period * 
. C-yi]m. . 1975 

Panel. X ' * ' 

Second natf on- - T Canpari|on groups 

wide survey / , ^ X— ' 

There were,/Six questions in both the panel survey and second national s^wr 
vey available for pire'ct comparison. ^ * . • 

Preference for nutrition labeling or information about' 
balanced meals . - ' ' * 

'§ Prefer^ce for nutrition labeling or recipes 

. • Attenti on to ^pen dati ng[ ^ : ^ 

* t Attention to unit pricing 

* * • ■ * 

Attention to listing of ingredients 



f Knowledge that addpd vitamin C is as beneficial -as the 
• natural vitamin < - ^ 



/ ■ V ■ * ■ ' .182 - • ^"'•■^ ^ 



•X 



Findings • 

Panel respondents had higher proportiojis in the primary answer category in 
fiveof the six questions. In one question dealing \;;ttiK respondent percep- 
tion of t^e nutritional equality of add§d versus natdral vitamin C, a knowl- 
" -edge, question, fianel shopjse'rs were more likely tp agree that the added vita- 
min was as good as the natural. (Q. 26) . 

' '- - . *■ . ' ♦ ■ ' 

Second Nation- 
Panel (607) " . wide Sarvey_^(1664) 

• . Yes • . „ 39X4 — 9% ¥30% . , ' " ' 

Ho , »J '50 , 62 ' 

/ . . 

• Qua-llfied ^ • '* . • . . 

. ^ - answer- * _ Z. -'2 - ^. 

Don't know. 8 7 . ' * • . 

. . - ■ (>fi73 panel "yes" - 36%) ' 

(1973 independent "yes". -- 34%)' • « 

•Panel shoppers also were mor^ likely than ftie 1975 survey shop^rs to re- 
port preferences 'of nutrition labeling- over recipes and ■balanced meal in- 
formation. . ^ 

Preference of nutrition labeling or balanced meal information. (Q. 46) 

/""^ Second Nation- , 

.• ■ . •• Panel (607) . wide' Survey (1664) • 

' '. '>•■•'*..• ^ < . - -■ * 



Prefer nqtr'ition laWj^/^ ' 61%<-^19%-^ ^42 

Prefer balabced m»ar . " _ •■ 

information . 26 ' . 37 

* Want both 8 12 

Want' neither .2 / 4 

{1973^'anel "prefer label" — 65%) 
(1973^indepehdent ''prefer Ifibel" — 



tPrefercRce of mitrition labeling or' recipes. (Q. 45) 

Second ftelion- 
• ' Pane1X607) wide Survey (1664) 

Prefer nutrition *label $]% < — 23t ► 58^ 

- Prefe^recipes 8 - '17' 



rfa^^th ^6 



16 



Want neither 3 •4 

■ ,(1973 panel -prefer label" - 79%) 
(1973 -independent "prefer label" — 79%) 



-0 



P,anel members also had a higher tendency to report looking for unit pricing, 
(Q. n) • y . H y 



Second Natldn- 
P^nel (607) wide Survey (1664) 

Looked for unit pricing . - 50% * — r 9% »■ 41% . 

.' (1973 panel — 40%) - ' 
r (.1973 Independent —'42%) .• 



On other prefer^irce data^ the responses were closer 
Looked fpr dates on procfticts. (Q- 9) 



Second Nation- 
Panel (607) ; ^fide Survey. (1664) 



looked for dates on . • — ' 
products , 73% < .2% ► 75? 

(1973 panel 54%) , ' ' I ^ 

(1973: independent ^ 57%l^- ' ' • « . \ , 



'Checked Hst of ingredients. (Q. .12) 



Checked 3 1st of 
ingredients • ' 

(1973 panel - 43%) 
(1973 independent — 422) 



Panel (607) 



Second Natlon- 
wlde Survey t(l 664-) * 



502 ♦ 



42 



♦ 452 




•question all reflect sosne panel effect. • In this instance, the panel data 
are relatively stable across Bieasuresent periods while the tm independent 
saaples reflect substantial . chang^i. • . The experience of being interviewed 
appears to act as a stabilizing factor on subsequent response and, as 
such, is a good' predictor, of later response. Whatever real change took 

fe aaong the population (as indicated by comparing 1973 and 1975 inde- 
ent saaples) is not reflected in th'e panel. , ' - 
other-resiiH wi^-signffltant Tjanel bias 1? •looking for unit fTHiirTng.' 
It is reasonable to'assisie the inflation In the 1975 panel response to be 
a result of the previous interview. The bias is not lessened when ad- 
justiing for initial Interview response andjaist, then, be panel effect. 

Only the .one question dealing with open dating .is clearly free -fron any 
panel bias. There is. a significant fncrease in looking for open dating 
within the panel' shoppers, frosi 542 to 732. The 1975 oanel figure, 732, 
Is nearly identi^eal to±he 1975 indepeodent san^jle resifU, 752. / 



Care should be taken when generalizing from either -the flreference or knowl- 
edge data where the effect of prior Interviewing appears to, predict sub- 
sequent response. The reader should also note the other instance of pos- 
sible effect BEntioned above'-- that increased awaren^s eould set from 
prior Jntenrfewlng and be behavioral ly canifested — e;g., looRing foY 
mil oriclng. This Is, however^a .panel analysis — one where the topic 
of-lnlerest is internal change -as well as net change. Tfifc-drifeerpretability 
of gross change is unaffected. The Interpretation of net emcts or 
dianges should* be- tenpered with'readei: knowledge of panel cbntami nation. 
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C. Research Methodology ; Research Hethods, 

Interviewing Exper1ence» Knowledge Scoring . • - 

Sagple. Design for the 1973 5tudy 

The Response /Analysis Corporation national probability sainple was used fo^ 
tffis study. SaH^le locations and households were specified by tfie-^ample 
plan and in Instructions to -Interviewers, htone of the selection steps was 
. left^o the discnetion of the interviewer. 

The saE^le -design inclOcJed the following study reguir^ents: ^- 

- A national saiople of hom^cnafeiSrs or persons post respdn- 
sibieWor the food snopping in the hous.ehold — inferred 

^ - . to as t(je "min food shopper. 

- A larger saiiple of the yoi^ger hom^kers, 18 to 49 

^ years of age, than would naturally occur in a probabiTi- 
^ ^ ty saj:^le. 

This was acco^lished by sas^)11ng the o)der group, at half the rate at 
which ill ncftTsfrTTy ocorrs. The undersas^^ling of ^ 50+ age grot^p was 
ccmpensatfeji for by appropMate weights in the a)s^ter pn^cesslng of 
the study res^Jts so that total survey results would reflect the actual 
distribution' of younger and older adults in the study population. I.e., 
chief food shoppers; • . 

The sequence of s^ps used In the developpent the sajiple Included: ^ 

. t Selection of a national ^a^le of ^3 primary are^s 
counties or groups of counties) stratified by §eo- 
graphi^ reolon, type of cociDunity, and other *popu- 
^ 1 at Ion chafra^ri sties. * 

• ^Selection of 600 interviewing locations or sec^^dary ^ 
areas (Census enumeration districts' pr blppk. groups) 

' for the national sasiple. * • ^ ^ 

''^ Selection of specific sas^le segsents in each inter- , 
^ vieifing location for field administration of the sur- 
vey* 

♦ Screening, of sanple households to determine vrfiether . ^ 
or rtot there was a main ibod shopper in the house- . 

hold, and tte shopper's age. 

Detail on each of these steps Is provided in Food and Nutrition: Knc»fl- 
edge. Beliefs ; 1974. / / • ' ^ 
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Sample Design for the 1975 Panel Study , - 

* . * . , 

A randoffl selection of the 1500, 19?3 main food^sboppers was en^loyed for 
the panel. The sample design included specifications that the selection 
be equally distributed aeong the three l^nowledge propensity groups. To 
^ccoaplish this, respondents were stratified by high,' medium and low 
nutrition. Knowledge calculated Troto a series of questions which tfested' 
nutrition\licno(<ledge. This was adrairristered in the 1973 questionnaire. ' 
•Hore details on tte scoring procedures can be found' on page 46 . Erfch of . 
tt»e propensity groups was listed in order, fii^t by location, then housing 
unit nisDber. Intervals for selection were calculated and a-faitple of 900 ' 
respondents was selected,.^ from each group, i 

A supplesent .of 170 respondents^was selected at a later tioe to coEpelTsate^, 
for the respondents who had dropped out of the sample. 



Interviewing fc^rience • \ 

Respondents assigned ^ 
Hoved or unable to .focate 

Eligible for interview . 

^ ^ f 

Interview Completion txperienge 

V ni^4ile respdndents 

y- — interviews included in 
/ analysis | 

Households- i|ot coepleted 

Refused, i , 

No one at none, 
otheV* Ancooplete 



74X Coipletion Rate 



Verification of Coapletei^ Materials 




'1 ,070 



- V 



245 
825 



825 



607 

105 
113 




Interviews Used 
In- Analysis 

' ' 607 



^ftraber 
Verified 

103 
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Pata Processing and Weighting ' ' 

The 1973 weight factors were a{)pliedjn ^the propessing^iof the survey data. 
These wfeights wer^ to compensate for 'the urrdersampH/rg of homemakers age_ 
50 or older and for differences in completion rate^on^ interviewing ,T6ca 
tions. ' * . ' 

1. Age weighting * 

Homemakers age SO or older wer^ weighted up by a factor 
" of two. - ' 

2» Location weighting ' • 

Wej:5fits were assigned to compensate for differences In 
Interview coo^letion rjites among interviewing tocations. 
The wfight f acton for each location was proportionate to 
' the number of estimated eligible respondents in eagh 
location. 

The panel weighted data was cos^^ared with the 1973 survey data on 
the following characteristics: 

t Knowl edge"^core ' 

• Age . . , 
. • Sex ' * 

§ Education * ^ 

• Region . ^ / , 

Ho significant differences were observed .and it was determined that no 
further weighting was needed. 

Description of Analysis Variables for 1973 and 1975. Data ' 
Region ^ ' - ' ' - - ' . 

• States grouped as Northe&t (Census classifications of Hew 
England and Middle Atlantic): \ ' . • 

; • ' 

, " Maine, NeW Hapjpshif*, Vermont, Massachusetts ^ Rhode 

Is]and, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsyl- 
vaniii ^ ^ >f • 

• States grouped as Horth Central (Census classifications of 
^ ^ EtiSt Horth Central and West ftorth Central): * . 

Ohio, ^ Indian^, Illinois, Michigan, Hiscpnsin, Hinne- 
sota, Iowa, Missouri Horth Dakota, ^outh Dakota, \ 
Nebraska, Kansas , . * * - 
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States grouped as South (Census classifications of South 
Atlantic, East South Central, and West South Central): 

OelawSre, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, 
West Virginia, Hoi;th Carolina, .South Carolina/" - 
Georgia-, Flortda, Kentucky, Tennessee, ATabaina, . ' 
iiississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, , Oklahoma, Texas 

States grouped" as West (Census classifications of Mountain 
and Pacific): 

Hontana, Idaho, Wyomirig, Colorado, fiew Mexico, ' ' 
Arizona, Utah> *Hevada^ Washington, Dregon, Cal*!* ^ 
, - fomia ' ^ 



pulation Density 



Large metro 'area includes the top £5 Standard Metropolitan Sta- 
tistical Areas (SKSA): 



New York . 

Los Angeles 

Chicago 

eh'iladelphia • 

Detroit 

San Francisco 

Washington 

Bostoh 

Pittsburgh 

St. Louis / 

Saltifaore 

Cleveland 

Houston 



Newark 

Minneapolis-St* Paul 
Dallas 

Anahei©*6arden Grove-Santa Ana 

Seattle 

Milwaukee 

Cincinnati 

Atlanta 

Paterson-Cl ifton-l^assaic 
Buffalo 
San pi ego 
Miami - , 
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Hutrition Knowledge Score' . / 
Jligb == '108+. points 
^ Medium = 94 - 107 points ' - 

■'. ' Low = 0 - '93 points ■ ' ' 
'^core'based on following: , , 

Is there one particular food adults need to Ijejiealthy? 

* . yes = o " ■ 

^ Hot reported = 0 ^ - ^ , 

Can a person stey healthy if he/she is a vegetarian? 
' , : y^S'^ 1 — - ^ 



No = 0 ' 

^t Imported - 0 

4 
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Is added v^jtamin C as beneficial as fresh vitamin Cf 
' - . Yes « 1 , ' ^ . 
. . No = 0 ' 

Not reported = 0 

On the following items, respondents were given 1 point for each correct 
answer selected and 1 point for each tncqrrect answer which was not 
selected. 

Cofrect answers a/e circled. 

r 

^Nutrients that are easy for the body to get: 



-1 - Vitamin A 




Niacin 



Thiamin (Vitamin 
Riboflavin (Vitamin 63 ) 



Vitamin C 



6 Vitamin D 




7 Vitamin E (not included in score) 

Prote,in ■ 
'9) jCarbohydrates 




@'Fat [ 
Calories 



12 Iron 



1.3 " Calciurif 




All" ^7 poidW,"- 



'None ^ = 5 poiiTtS 



Not sffre « 0 'points 
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Nutrients that are hard for the'1>ody to get: 



® 


Vitamin A ' 


2 


Thiamin (Vitamin B]) , 


. 3 


, Riboflavin {Vitamin 83 ) • . ' ' 


4 . 


Niacin 


© 


Vitamin C 


© 


Vitamin D 


7 


-Vitamin E {not included in score) 


8 


Protein 


9 


Carbohydrates 


lo- 


Fat - ' 


ll 


Calories 


® 


* 

Iron , , 


■Q) 


Calcium 



All ^ = 5 points 
None = 7 pc^ts 
Not sure = 0 points 

; 

i 




Nutrients that are stored by the body: 

(T) Vitamin A 
^ ^ 2 Thiamin -(Vitamin B-j) 

3 Riboflavin (Vitamin. 

4 Niacin . ' 

5 V-f'tamin C 
. ® Vitamin, D 

(7) Vitamin E . • 
5 " Protein • 
9 ' Carbohydrates 

rto) Fat 



@- CaTories 
@ Iron/ 
@- Calcium 



. All = 7 points 
None = 6 points 
- Not sure = 0 points 



/ 





• 

* - 




• • 








' Tk.i„«^ beef, 
js Things 

' ,^ . f bread 


► does for the body; 

i ^ 






4 

» 

* 


* 


* 






Hi'.lk'". 


Beef • 


^Green^ 
Peas 


Bread 




• For the eyes 




, 1 


1 




1 




. ^ . rur buruirg uccun ana DOnes 




2 


2 


2 


• 


, ^ ' Builds mu561e' tissue 


® 


(?) 

VI/ 


© 

VI/ 


■ 3 . - ■ 


* • 


^ To- repair body tissues 


® 




©' 

vjy 


■- '4 


1 


' " Builds, blood cells ' 

t • , » 


■ 5 


® 

V-/ 


'© 

VL/ 


©• • 




' . * y^yPv^ inTections > , 




6 


.•©• 


6 




For the nervous system" . 
.\\ • ' • 


VI/ 


7'- 


VI/ 




- 


. ' ^ * ' Fdr healthy sjcin^ * ' . 


■ (i) 


(8) 








• . ' For proper growth -Qf children 


©. 


® 


©■ 


; © . - 




None of -the above = 


3' '4 1 
points poii\ts point 


' 5 

Doints 

• 




, Don't know-or no ,^ 
' . * ' answer pointy 
. * . : * assrgned to entire 
V , " • question • = 


• 0 


'O' 


• '0 . ■ 


0 


N 


• 
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-Milk 
/8eef • 
- f Green pea§ 

, ..^ - Bread 



^is a source of: 



Green 



« 

# « 


Milk- 


Beef 


Peas 


Bread 


Vitainin«A, 


- 1 • 


1 


© 


. 1 


■ Thiamin (Vitamin Bi), 


i 


2 . 




© 


RibofTavir\ (Vita^n 82) - 


© 


© 


© 


© 


' Niacin - _ * ' . 


4 


'© 


•© 


© 


Vitamin C 




5 • 


© 


s- , 


Viudimn u 


w 


0 


c 
0 


0 


Protein 


.0 


© 


© 


7 , 


Carbohydrates ^ 


8 . 


8 




(?) 


Fat 


■9 


© 


9 


9 


^Calories-,- • ' - ; 




® 


® 


® 


•Iron ' 

/• » 


11 . 


©■ 


® 


® 


Calcium , , ' 
• • # * 


© 


12 


J' 


12 


No^items picked- 
points assigned 'to , 
entire question ^ • 


0 


0 


0- 


0 
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J., 



Milk 
Beef 

6reei> peas[ 
Bread 



J 



has the same benefits as; 



Oatmeal 
Fish 
Rice 

Navy Beans 
Chicken • 
4^otatoes 

Eggs^ 

Macaroni 

•Pqrfc^and- laiufa 

String beans 
• * 

Cacrots 
✓ 

Bajianas 
Peanut butter 
Cottage che^e 



Don't know.— points 
assigned to entire . ' 
question ^' ; - 



11 

12- 



Green 

Hilk Beef 'Peas_ 

©., © < 

.3 3 . 

© © .0 

© ©- 5 

© © ' 

.8 
9 

® 
® 

. 1'3 
14 ^ 



3 

©■.© 

10 10 



n 

12 

© 



0 — 



Bread 
© 

© 
•© 

© 

7 
9 

10 
11 
12 

S)' 
•14 • 
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SoclpecODOc^c Status 

High = 9 - is points 

Medium =7^8 points . * 

, Low = 4-6 points • 

, » • 

Score based on follwfjngi^ 
, Occupation ; 

Professional /technical 
Hanagers/j»fficers"'. ' 
Other white collar • 

i 

^ Blue collar 
T^ora^ly unenployed 
Retired ' - 

Not reported 

Education : 

8th grade or less 
High school incomplete 
^ High scliool graduate 

College ^ncqpqjlete 
College graduate 
Beyond college'graditate 
Hot reported 



/ : 



)HTiNUEO 



Type of Neighborhood : 



• High 



Wealthy, society neighborhood. 
High income and probably some 
inherited wealth. 

An excellent. white collar , 
neighborhood. Doctors and 
high paid 'executi'^es. 

A. good white collar neighbor- 
^hood, but not big executives. ^ 



Moderate ■<! 



M-ostly white collar; some 
skilled blue collar craftsmen 
as well . 

Kostly middle leve^blue col- 
lar; some, office workers as 
wel 1 . . 



Kostly lower level blue collar; 
no white collar. 

Slum area. Probably many 
families on welfare. 



Not reported (includes "Hard to 
Judge") 



55 



Self-concept — NufHtion -Knowledge 

High =7-10 points 

■ Hediura = 5 - -6 jsoints 

^ . » 

Low = 1 - 4^points 
Score based on a tnirition scale as follows 
10* 



9 
8 



6 

.5 



Rnbw a lot about nutrition (food scientists, home 
econanjsts, ^dieticians) 



V 



Quite a bit 



Some 



4 
3 
2 



Not too much 



\ 



1 ' Know almost nothing About nutrition' 
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